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ABSTRACT
INVESTIGATING A PARENT IMPLEMENTED EARLY LITERACY
INTERVENTION: EFFECTS OF DIALOGIC READING USING ALPHABET
BOOKS ON THE ALPHABET SKILLS, PHONOLOGICAL AWARENESS, AND
ORAL LANGUAGE OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN

MAY 2008
HEATHER NOEL HALSEY, B.A., HARVARD UNIVERSITY
M.ED UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Gary Stoner, PhD

This study investigated the effect of teaching parents/care givers to read
alphabet books using dialogic techniques, on preschool children’s alphabet skills,
phonological awareness, and oral language skills. The independent variable was a one
hour scripted information session where parents/caregivers viewed a parent training video
Read Together, Talk Together Parent Training Video (Pearson Early Learning, 2004) and
learned how to use dialogic reading techniques which they then applied at home during
an eight week intervention. Thirty-one parent/caregiver-child dyads were recruited from
four East Tennessee preschools designated to serve high need populations. The study
utilized a Pre-Post Test Control Group Design. Primary research questions for this study
were: 1. Does dialogic reading using alphabet books, between parents and 4-5 year old
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preschool children have an effect on children’s letter identification skills? 2. Does
dialogic reading using alphabet books between parents and 4-5 year old preschool
children have an effect on children s phonological awareness? 3. Does dialogic reading
using alphabet books between parents and 4-5 year old preschool children have an effect
on children’s expressive language development? 4. Do parents/caregivers who
participate in videotape training and implementation of dialogic reading with 4-5 year old
children apply the strategies to focus on letters, letter sounds, or initial sounds when they
read alphabet books? 5. To what degree are parents able to follow a schedule of reading
books at least three times per week using dialogic reading strategies during the eightweek intervention?
Results indicated that the intervention had a significant effect (U=63.5, p<. 05)
related to child skills only on the Picture Naming Fluency measure for expressive
language. Other effects were not statistically significant. A significant difference
between the treatment group and control group parents was found for asking dialogic
questions about letters (U=13.00, P=. 004) and general dialogic questions (U=7.5, P=
000) but not for dialogic questions about sounds. Most parents read to their children at
least three times per week. Parents were highly satisfied with the initial training, the
eight-week program, the materials provided, and the child outcomes.
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CHAPTER 1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Impact and Magnitude of Reading Problems in the United States
Basic reading proficiency is an important foundation upon which both further
education and generalized independent functioning within American society are built.
Early reading problems have been framed as “developmental precursors” to a wide range
of later social, educational, and emotional problems including development of later
reading disabilities, dropping out of school, behavior problems while in school,
incarceration, drug and alcohol use, and serious emotional disturbances (Satz, Taylor,
Friel, & Fletcher, 1978; Good, Simmons, & Smith, 1998). A person who can not take
meaning from text due to poor reading ability will be severely impaired in ongoing
formal and informal learning: Individuals with low levels of literacy are very likely to
have significant difficulties at a socioeconomic level, due at least in part to impaired
ability to function in most employment situations (U.S. Department of Education, 1997).
For example, the U.S. Department of Education has historically found that within the
United States adults scoring in the lowest level of literacy had significantly higher rates
of unemployment, and lower wages, than adults with scores in the upper ranges on a
variety of literacy tests (U.S. Department of Education, 1997). According to Lyon (1997)
up to 75% of unemployed adults sampled could not read. In the prison population, 16%
were below the “basic” level of literacy and 40% were at the “basic” level (U.S.
Department of Education, 2007b). Clearly, individuals with low literacy skills in the
United States can be considered “at risk” for a host of socioeconomic and other
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debilitating problems (National Institute for Literacy, 2001; U.S. Department of
Education, 2007b).
One estimate of the magnitude of reading problems in America has been that 50%
of children will have difficulty learning to read and that only half of these children will
become skilled readers (Lyon, 1997). The U.S. Department of Education found that 47%
of American adults were illiterate or had severely limited reading skills, and 20% of these
adults had received high school diplomas (National Center for Educational Statistics,
2005). The National Institute for Literacy (2001) estimated that 21-23% of American
adults read at a level where they are able to sign their name but have limited ability to
perform other everyday skills such as locating intersections on a map or gathering
information from a written article, and that 43% of these adults live in poverty.

In the

state of Tennessee 53% of adults were estimated to be reading at level 1 or 2 (National
Institute for Literacy, 2001). Given that the literacy levels of children tend to be closely
tied to the literacy level of their parents, the literacy problems of the adult population
become doubly concerning because they are so likely to be passed on to the next
generation.
The Nations Report Card on 4th Grade Reading reported that 40% of fourth grade
students in American public schools were reading at below the “basic” level, described as
when a child is “able to demonstrate an understanding of the overall meaning of what
they read...when reading text appropriate for fourth graders” (U.S. Department of
Education, 2000, p.43). According to this report, 60% of children from low
socioeconomic status (SES) families were below the “basic” level, while 26% of children
not from low SES families fell below the “basic” level. (U.S. Department of Education,
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2000, pp. 39-40). Clearly there is much support for George Bush s statement in reference
to the “No Child Left Behind’* educational initiative that “we have a genuine national
crisis. More and more, we are divided into two nations. One that reads, and one that
doesn t (U.S. Department of Education, 2001, p. 1). Prevention of reading problems at
the primary, secondary, and tertiary levels can help to change this dichotomy by
addressing the social and economic consequences of educational failure before they are
passed on to future generations.
Environmental Factors Correlated with Reading Difficulty
Early reading problems begin with a complex cross-pollination of child factors
and environmental variables such as socioeconomic status, exposure to language and
ideas at home, quality of early literacy instruction at school, and early cognitive
development (Stanovich, 1991; St. Pierre & Layzer, 1998).

For example, studies

indicate that the reading instruction of struggling readers is often not in line with
empirically validated practices (Chard & Kameenui, 2000; Moats, 1999) further
decreasing the chances for parity with “average” peers of the child who starts out with an
experiential deficit and/or who does not very quickly pick up the “big ideas” of early
reading.
A further confounding factor is that populations of students from families with
low socioeconomic status show significantly lower reading achievement by 4th grade than
what is evidenced by their higher SES peers (U.S. Department of Education, 2007a).
According to the Department of Education (2000), the Matthew Effect (Stanovich, 1986)
whereby the rich get richer and the poor get poorer related to reading progress over time
was evident on a national scale in both 1998 and 2000: 58-60% of low SES compared to
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26-27% of higher SES students fell below a basic proficiency level in reading. These data
are particularly disturbing when some research has demonstrated that with proper
instruction, only 1-3% of students continue to experience reading difficulties (e.g.
Vellutino & Scanlon, 1996). Yet, while these data are disturbing, they point to a basic
and hopeful point: Proper instruction impacts children’s reading achievement.
Rationale and Support for Preventive Efforts
Educators have a lot of information about when and how to intervene to prevent
t

reading problems for many children. Research has shown definitively that children who
start school with specific foundational skills for learning to read, and who are then taught
to read early using effective instructional methods, are more likely to succeed throughout
their years of school (Hanson & Farrel, 1995; Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999; Juel, 1988;
Levenstein, Levenstein, Shiminski & Stolzberg, 1998; Stanovich, 1986). Conversely,
children who start school at a disadvantage in terms of foundational skills (such as
vocabulary development and alphabet knowledge) are at risk for an ongoing low
trajectory of reading development compared to their better prepared peers, particularly if
they are experiencing other social, educational, or economic stressors (Good, Simmons,
& Smith, 1998; Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999; Satz, Taylor, Friel, & Fletcher, 1978; Walker,
Greenwood, Hart, & Carta, 1994).
Unfortunately, school-based educational interventions for reading problems are
(by definition) implemented when someone, usually teachers or parents, becomes
concerned that a child’s performance in reading tasks is grossly discrepant from that of
his/her more successful peers. Reading intervention thus still frequently occurs as late as
the 2nd or 3rd grade (Forman et aL, 1996; Callahan, Kauffman, & Lloyd, 1996) and by this
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point there has become a nearly insurmountable gulf between the academic experiences
and development of good and of weak readers (Good, Simmons, & Smith, 1998; Joel,
1988; Kameenui, 1993). This gulf has proven nearly untouchable by the assessment and
intervention methods commonly employed in public schools, which most frequently
result in diagnostically labeling children as “learning disabled” and making them eligible
for Special Education services (Aaron, 1997; Foorman et. ah, 1998; Vellutino, Scanlon,
& Sipay, 1997).
Historically, even the methods of identifying children as learning-disabled are
often inaccurate and unreliable (Tomasi & Weinberg, 1999). To put it plainly, schools
traditionally have been set up to intervene once they determine that a problem of some
magnitude exists, rather than to focus on preventing problems. Yet, research has
demonstrated that of the children experiencing reading difficulties, only a small
percentage continues to have reading problems when provided with appropriate (early)
intervention. In other words, carefully designed early reading intervention could greatly
reduce or remove the need for special education placement for the many children for
whom reading problems are primarily due to instructional or experiential variables. For
example, Vellutino and Scanlon (1996) found that with remedial help, only 1.5 to 3% of
poor readers in their study continued to experience significant reading difficulties after
one semester of appropriate remediation.
A solid foundation of early reading research and theory exists (Stanovich, 2000;
Torgeson, 2000) upon which to build preventive approaches. Implementing and
evaluating research-based approaches is an important step toward helping parents and
educators preventively preparing more young children for the reading tasks they will all
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be asked to master when they start formal schooling. Early interventions targeting
emergent literacy skills through teaching the most important prerequisite skills for
children beginning preschool and kindergarten may allow a more equitable start for
children from differing circumstances, who otherwise start school with disparate
preparation for learning to read (Payne, Whitehurst, & Angell, 1994; Pressley,
1999;Walker, Greenwood, Hart & Carta, 1994). Because there has been so much
research supporting which particular skills children need to be prepared with in order to
learn to read successfully, skills targeted in prevention efforts can be based on strong
scientific evidence.
Important Foundational Skills for Reading Acquisition
Specifically, research tells educators clearly that children’s reading success is
more likely when children have mastery of phonological skills when they begin school
(Adams, 1990; Felton & Pepper, 1995; Lundberg, Frost & Peterson, 1988; Pressley,
1999,Stanovich, 2000). Generally, defined, phonological sensitivity is demonstrated by
the ability to manipulate the individual sounds that make up words. While research
supports the assertion that early phonologically oriented instruction will help children
learn to read more easily, educational debate has continued regarding how explicitly
children need to be taught these skills despite the evidence that explicit instruction is
most effective (Cunningham, 1990; Liberman & Liberman, 1990). Consequently, many
children are still not explicitly and systematically taught either early phonological or
alphabetic principle skills at school, and also are not exposed environmentally to the
types of language experiences that would facilitate development of important vocabulary
skills (Chard & Kameenui, 2000; Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999). Despite calls by prominent
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researchers such as Marilyn Adams (1990), Betty Hart & Todd Risley (1995), Keith
Stanovich (2000) and Joe Torgeson (2000) to begin consistently teaching children critical
language and early literacy skills as early as possible, reading problems still are
frequently not addressed until children have dropped so far behind that it will be virtually
impossible for them to catch up (Stanovich, 1988; Juel, 1988; Hart & Risley, 1995; U.S.
Department of Education, 2000).
Parents as First Teachers
Children whose early linguistic and print experiences have not led to development
of oral language and early literacy skills often start school behind their peers in key areas
including vocabulary development, phonemic awareness, and print awareness (Hart &
Risley, 1995, 1999). As a result, recommendations and assistance offered proactively to
parents about how to best help children develop foundational skills are clearly important
routes to preventing many reading acquisition problems. Unlike a diagnostic focus on
identifying biologically based deficits, focusing on environmental factors prioritizes areas
that are available for intervention. While it is difficult if not impossible to remediate
cognitive ability, parents can change and enrich the home learning environment - making
this a more pragmatic focus for early intervention.
Recommendations to parents about how to promote early literacy can take many
forms. For example, shared reading of storybooks as a route to promoting early skills has
been researched across a variety of parent-child populations (Arnold, Lonigan,
Whitehurst, & Epstein, 1994; Burgess, 1997; Bus, 1993; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998;
Lonigan, 1994). In one meta-analysis, quality book reading at home was found to
account for approximately 8% of the variance in early literacy outcome measures, with an

7

overall effect size of .59 (Bus, vanljZendoom, & Pellegrini, 1995). Another, though less
common, approach has been to ask parents to directly and explicitly instruct their
children in particular early reading skills. For example. Teach Your Child to Read in 100
Easy Lessons is a parent-oriented reading curriculum using a scripted Direct Instruction

approach adapted from SRA DISTAR in which parents are told they can teach their
children “to read quite well in one hundred days” (Engelmann, Haddox, & Bruner, 1983,

P-7)- Direct Instruction approaches to teaching skills have well-documented effectiveness
across many different target populations, including children struggling academically
(Kame’enui, Camine, Dixon, Simmons, & Coyne 2002; Pressley, 1998).
A contrasting approach has been to encourage parents to embed instruction within
daily routines incidentally. For example. Ladders to Literacy (O’Connor, NotariSyverson, & Vadasy, 1998) is a curriculum for preschool and kindergarten utilizing play¬
like activities that can be embedded in the school or home routine, set up to be utilized by
either teachers or parents. The early literacy activities recommended for parents are
ecologically-oriented in that they are set up to be integrated into parent’s busy everyday
routines, and are called a parent’s dream for howto fit successful learning activities into
the family’s active daily schedule” (O’Connor, Notari-Syverson, & Vadasy, 1998, p.234).
While this program as a whole is empirically supported (O’Connor, Notari-Syverson, &
Vadasy, 1996), the suggested incidental teaching activities to be used by parents to target
phonemic awareness skills do not appear to have been evaluated separately. As a result,
it is unclear whether the incidental teaching component is an effective or important part
of the intervention/teaching effort (O’Connor, Jenkins, & Slocum, 1995; O’Connor,
Notari-Syverson, & Vadasy, 1996; Slocum, O’Connor & Jenkins, 1993).
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Efficacy of Parents as Intervention Agents
Research generally supports parents’ ability to implement environmental
changes that influence early language and emergent literacy development. For example,
parents can provide an enriched amount and quality of language interaction starting at
birth (Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999); they can increase the quantity and quality of picture
book reading (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998); they can increase the quality and quantity of
interactive book reading (Taveme & Sheridan, 1995); they can change the Home Literacy
Environment (HLE) (Purcell-Gates, 1996); they can listen to children read (Wilks &
Clarke, 1998); and they can directly instruct children in the early skills necessary for
reading (Dowling, 2001; O’Brien, 2005; Wedel & Fowler, 1984). There is clear
evidence that parents across all levels of socioeconomic status can and want to help their
children be better readers (Gadsden, 1995; Snow, 1994; Taylor & Dorsey-Gaines, 1988;)
and many diverse parent-implemented intervention routes have been explored and found
effective.
Parent Implemented Intervention Approaches and Controversies
Despite the evidence of effectiveness, theory and research on parent implemented
early literacy interventions reveal ongoing controversies and debates within the field such
as: Should parents be asked to explicitly teach their children particular literacy skills, or
is this role best reserved for teachers once a child gets to school? How can parents be
assisted to promote early literacy in a culturally sensitive way that avoids condescension
to families and children from lower socioeconomic status settings? Which parentimplemented early literacy intervention approaches are most responsive to the needs of
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families considered “at-risk” (Dickinson, 1994; Neuman, 1999; Wasik, Dobbins, &
Hermann, 2001)? Some controversy in the field of family literacy research has been
about the degree to which it is appropriate and desirable to influence what parents do
with their children at home, particularly when interventions are thought to be modeled
after practices most common in middle and upper income households (Mikulecky, 1996;
Wasik, Dobbins & Hermann, 2001).
Controversies about the role of parents in teaching their children early literacy
skills highlight the need for empirical investigations of specific intervention
methodologies designed (and shown) to be parent and child “friendly” while targeting
critical foundational early literacy skills. Because literacy development begins (at a
minimum, with language development) at home long before it is formally addressed in
school, and because parents across all socioeconomic levels want their children to
succeed academically, parent implemented literacy intervention research that targets
foundational or keystone early literacy skills has the potential to directly help more
parents support their children to become successful readers.
Evidence that parents can be effective intervention agents in teaching critical
early literacy skills to their children (Faires, Nichols & Rickelman, 2000; Jordan, Snow,
& Porche, 2000; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Neuman & Gallagher, 1994; Wedel &
Fowler, 1984) converges with national data showing an ever widening gap between
children starting school ready to learn, and children starting school without necessary
foundational skills for reading (U.S. Department of Education, 2000). This gap is
significantly correlated with socioeconomic status (Hart & Risley, 1995; U.S.
Department of Education, 2000). The convergence of evidence that parents can be
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supported to teach critical skills, with the growing epidemic of early literacy acquisition
deficits, points to the importance of empirical examinations of parent implemented
interventions focused on parents with children who can be classified as “at-risk” for
reading difficulties. In particular, research studies examining factors contributing to
social validity and treatment integrity are necessary for a better understanding of how to
most effectively and respectfully support parents in helping their children. Interventions
that are practical, enjoyable, and rewarding to parents and children have a higher
likelihood of being properly implemented and sustained. If parents find an approach
tedious or ill suited to their routines, it is less likely they will implement the approach
effectively. Further, if children do not enjoy the intervention activity, they may not
participate in it as actively or may present behavior problems that make implementation
more difficult. Additionally, intervention strategies that parents and children find
difficult, unnatural, or tedious are less likely to be utilized after a study ends, even if the
intervention was effective. These aspects of social validity and treatment integrity are
rarely a focus in intervention efforts, but are an important component when considering
how to assist parents in proactively teaching key skills.
Didactic approaches to parent implemented intervention can take the form of
“coaching” in which parents are provided with training in how to implement a strategy
that has been found to be correlated with child reading success, often with the success of
children from higher SES families. For example, a coaching approach is evident in the
work of Whitehurst et al. (1994a) and Whitehurst & Lonigan (1998) where parents
participate in training sessions to learn methods for increasing the amount of parent-child
talk that occurs during picture book reading. Wasik, Dobbins, & Hermann (2001)

11

comment that “coaching techniques are common in literacy interventions targeting lowincome families’" and describe how a coaching approach “emphasizes training parents to
learn and use new ‘scripts’ when reading to their child” (451).
Some researchers examining the differences between the literacy practices of
families with high and with low socioeconomic status have found that parents with lower
socioeconomic status may tend to see literacy activities as work, whereas parents with
higher SES are more likely to see literacy activities as entertainment. This difference in
focus may lead parents with lower socioeconomic status to focus more on skills within
literacy activities (Baker, Serpell & Sonnenschein, 1995) in a way that makes reading
serious business. Designing interventions that fit the needs and tendencies of families
requires attention to family strengths. However, utilizing the strengths of families
requires approaches that are responsive to parent preferences. For example, a parent
whose focus is on skill development may be unsatisfied if told to “just focus on
storybook reading with his/her child. This is, in fact, a common recommendation made
to parents who express interest in teaching at home. Having a broad base of early literacy
intervention approaches with demonstrated efficacy and social validity for parents and
children will allow more flexibility in finding a good intervention fit for parents and
children. A broad base of programs also will allow more specific recommendations to be
made about how parents can impact particularly important early literacy skills, such as
phonological awareness, and what range of methodologies have been found effective and
easy to use.
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Incidental/Naturalistic Approaches to Intervention
Theory and research support exists for the use of “naturalistic” (Paget &
Galant, 1996) “Milieu’ oriented (Hart & Risley, 1978) or “ecobehavioral” (Kaiser, 1990)
approaches to promoting the language development of preschool and kindergarten-age
children. Paget & Galant (1996) offer a descriptive comparison of naturalisticallyoriented with operant-oriented approaches. In their comparison, the latter tend to be
more didactic, with a methodological approach characterized by “the use of massed
training trials; one-to-one structured, adult-controlled training sessions; emphasis on
precision and specificity of procedures; and incorporation of a high degree of differential
reinforcement” (p.291). The authors describe “naturalistic” approaches as characterized
by “(a) dispersed training trials, (b) attempts to follow the children’s attentional leads
while teaching through normal conversational interchanges, and (c) an orientation toward
teaching the form and content of language in the context of normal use” (Paget & Galant,
1996, p.291).
Generalization is when a behavior change that has been trained in one setting
occurs “over time, persons, and settings, and the effects of the change sometimes should
spread to a variety of related behaviors” (Stokes & Baer, 1977). In thinking about
generalization relative to parent implemented early literacy interventions, it may be
desirable for parents to generalize effective teaching strategies beyond the particulars of
the intervention. For example, if teaching letters occurs in sit-down sessions each
evening, generalization could mean that the parent begins to teach letters in other settings
as well. It is also desirable for children to generalize what they are learning about literacy
to settings other than the one where direct teaching occurs. For example, it would be
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desirable for a child learning letters in sit-down sessions to begin showing letter
recognition when seeing environmental print. One criticism of the didactic or
“traditional" model for teaching language skills has been that the stimulus control
established during operant approaches may fail to promote more spontaneous, functional
skill generalization (Owens, 1999).
Strengths of a naturalistic, incidental teaching approach include that this general
methodology has been shown to be effective with a wide range of populations including
disadvantaged preschool children, has been implemented by a range of experimenters
including parents and teachers, and has been effective with a wide range of specific
linguistic behaviors including labeling, use of adjectives, and complex sentences.
(Owens, 1999; Warren & Kaiser, 1985, 1986).
Since early literacy skill development in preschool and kindergarten children is
the point where oral language development and early literacy skill development make
contact and begin to overlap, it seems that a naturalistic approach to teaching
phonological and alphabetic skills may be a beneficial methodology for parents to utilize
in teaching children at home. Although incidental play-based parent teaching appears to
have a lot of appeal for philosophical and theoretical reasons, the application of this
method to teaching phonological awareness and alphabetic understanding has not been
empirically examined. Helping parents teach their children the skills necessary to start
school ready to learn will be facilitated by expanded types of databased approaches with
demonstrated appropriateness, ease of implementation, and effectiveness for different
populations of parents and children. Additionally, different approaches are likely to
utilize different parental strengths and this may be an important consideration for helping
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parents decide how to approach teaching their children early skills. This is not
necessarily a suggestion that parental characteristics can be matched to intervention
approaches beforehand to insure intervention success. However, it is likely that parents
who have a predilection to sit down and teach a skill, for example, are going to find a
pedagogical approach more natural whereas a parent who engages more readily in playoriented activities might find an intervention implemented as a game more comfortable.
Having a more expanded “toolbox” of early literacy intervention approaches would allow
interventionists more flexibility to pick and choose among generally effective methods
until something is found that fits a parent and child’s intervention needs. Additionally,
exploration of different teaching methodologies allows interventionists to begin asking
more specific questions about when, with which skills, and for whom an approach is most
effective.
Naturalistic, embedded approaches can be thought of as minimally invasive to
parent-child routines because they utilize already occurring activities as teaching
opportunities. Comparatively, a didactic approach requires parents to make special time
to sit down and to explicitly “teach” - a role that may be less familiar or comfortable for
some parents than for others. Sit-down lessons require management of child attention
and behavior to maintain extended “time on task” during lessons. Teaching that occurs
within normal daily routines has different requirements - parents must recognize
opportunities to teach as they occur and must respond to them, or must think of ways to
promote teaching opportunities within regular routines. Both approaches require use of a
variety of techniques for teaching including modeling, prompting, and giving feedback
and reinforcement for correct and incorrect responses.

15

Parent-Child Storybook Reading and Child Skills Development
The benefits to children of parent-child storybook reading are widely recognized
and continue to be a focus of empirical investigation. Along the naturalistic-didactic
continuum, reading books to children is on the naturalistic side and is an activity very
many parents already participate in without any authority telling them how to do it or
what to do. Much empirical investigation has looked at what the benefits of naturalistic
parent-child storybook reading actually are. This seemingly simple question has led to
diverse and complex hypotheses, correlations, and lines of research. Investigations of
parent-child storybook reading beginning in the 1980’s showed social relationships
between the construct of parent-child attachment and differences in parent-child
storybook reading interactions: not surprisingly, children categorized as insecurely
attached to their mothers were also less attentive and responsive during picture-book
reading (Bus, 1993; Bus & vanIJzendoom, 1988, 1995, 1997). In turn, mother-child
dyads with low attachment ratings.were found to read less frequently than those with
secure attachment ratings and mothers were found to be less responsive to child interests
and desires during reading sessions (Bus & vanIJzendoom, 1995).
A related line of research has demonstrated that socioeconomically disadvantaged
family s talk so much less than families with higher incomes that children’s exposure and
practice with vocabulary is dramatically different at a young age (Hart & Risley, 1995).
This difference plays out longitudinally in children’s language development through
amounts of cumulative exposure to new ideas and facts, auxiliary verbs, grammatical
structures in language, and overall vocabulary (Hart & Risley, 1999). Ultimately the oral
language skills of preschool-aged children, so heavily influenced by socioeconomic
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status and amount of exposure to language at home, start to interact with the early literacy
skills of phonological awareness and print concepts (Stanovich, 1986; Storch &
Whitehurst, 2002). In this interaction, oral language skills in preschool children play a
vital and supporting role in early reading progress (Stanovich, 1986; Storch &
Whitehurst, 2002). Preventing reading difficulties therefore requires an intervention
focus on this “web” of interacting skills, accessible particularly to socioeconomically “at
risk” families with young children.
Dialogic Reading
One extensively researched intervention utilized between adults and preschool
children is dialogic reading, a method of adult questioning designed to support and
improve child oral language production during storybook reading with adults (Lonigan,
& Whitehurst, 1998; Zevenbergen & Whitehurst, 2003). Dialogic reading between adults
and children has been found to improve the expressive language skills of children in lowincome, socio-economically at-risk populations (Taveme & Sheridan, 1995; Whitehurst
et al., 1994a). Some research indicates that dialogic reading also has an influence on
children’s concepts about print (Whitehurst et al., 1994b) as well as listening
comprehension and alliteration skills (Lonigan et al., 1999). A recently published
intervention package - Read Together, Talk Together - makes the program readily
available to schools interested in having teachers, parents, or both apply dialogic reading
in a structured manner (Pearson Early Learning, 2004). The program, based on a series
of research studies by Grover J. Whitehurst and colleagues, is used to support parents and
teachers of children between the ages of 3 and 5 years old to make storybook reading a
more interactive experience. This commercially available program utilizes separate
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videotape trainings for teachers and for parents to demonstrate the basics of dialogic
reading, and provides books for parents and/or teachers to read and re-read multiple times
weekly.
Recent syntheses of dialogic reading research show that most studies have
focused primarily on measuring changes in adult reading behavior, or changes in child
oral language development (Cutspec, 2004, 2006). While ample research supports the
program’s effectiveness for improving young children’s oral language skills, there is
much less evidence that dialogic reading improves other key skills such as phonological
awareness and knowledge of the alphabet that promote early reading success.

In a book

chapter on dialogic reading, Zevenbergen and Whitehurst (2003), addressing areas for
future research, ask the question “How might the type or genre of text relate to what
children learn from shared reading experiences” (p.194)?
Purpose of the Present Study
The purpose of this study is to examine a naturalistic intervention, dialogic
reading, applied as a universally available preventive approach by parents in a lowincome setting, and using a genre of children’s books novel to the dialogic reading
method. As will be discussed in more detail in the literature review section of this study
this is relatively uncharted territory: few experimental studies have examined what
contribution different genres of children’s books may make to early literacy development.
Further, no studies were found in reviewing literature for this study that examined
application of dialogic reading strategies to any genre of children’s literature other than
typical picture storybooks.

This study specifically examines whether a dialogic reading

program utilizing children’s alphabet books that have an alphabetic and phonological
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emphasis, improves skills that are generally not the emphasis of dialogic reading such as
phonological awareness and alphabetic understanding. Helping young children develop
the specific early skills of letter identification, letter-sound correspondence, and
sensitivity to sounds in language and words is vital in supporting development of early
literacy (Adams, 1990; Goswami, 2001; Storch & Whitehurst, 2002). The present study
tests the general hypothesis that parental dialogic reading of alphabet books has a
significant effect on preschool children’s phonological awareness, alphabetic knowledge,
and oral language skills compared to children who do not receive the dialogic
intervention. The specific hypotheses of this study are that:

(1) Dialogic reading using alphabet books, implemented by parents or caregivers in a
low-income setting with 4-5 year old preschool children, will have a positive effect on
children’s letter identification skills compared with children who do not receive the
program.

(2) Dialogic reading using alphabet books, implemented by parents or caregivers in a
low-income setting with 4-5 year old preschool children, will have a positive effect on
children’s phonological awareness skills as measured by initial sound awareness and
rhyming measures, compared with children who do not receive the program.

(3) Dialogic reading using alphabet books, implemented by parents or caregivers in a lowincome setting with 4-5 year old preschool children, will have a positive effect on
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children's expressive language skills, compared with children who do not receive the
program.

(4) Parents or caregivers who participate in a one hour information and training session
and then implement dialogic reading at home with 4-5 year old children will be able to
apply the dialogic strategies to a different genre books (alphabet books) by focusing
.\

questions on letter names and letter sounds when they read the alphabet books more often
than parents who do not participate in the one hour session.

(5) Parents or caregivers will be able to demonstrate treatment integrity by meeting a
target goal of reading the books at least three times per week using dialogic reading
strategies during the eight-week intervention.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Scope of the Literature Review
This chapter focuses first on reviewing literature related to the key skills for
preschool children that are strongly related to early reading success.

Next the review

examines and summarizes correlational, descriptive, or experimental studies of shared
reading, dialogic reading, or alphabet book reading with Kindergarten/Preschool
Children. The review was conducted to answer the following questions: Which early
literacy skills are most predictive or related to early reading success for preschool
children? What empirical evidence exists regarding the effectiveness of parents/adult
caregivers using interactive reading strategies with preschool children to prepare children
for learning these key early literacy skills? To what extent have experimental studies
found that when adults read alphabet books with young children these key skills are
addressed?
Studies were prioritized for inclusion in this review if they focused on preschool
or kindergarten aged children, utilized an intervention where parents or other adults read
books to children, and had dependent variables related to oral language skills, alphabetic
understanding, or phonological awareness skills in particular. Studies in which the
parents and children fell into a “high risk” category due to socioeconomic status were
prioritized. Finally, an attempt was made to utilize recent research studies. Older studies
(prior to 1995) were chosen if the study offered unique information, was often cited, or
was the beginning of an important line of research.
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Key Preschool Skills
Empirical evidence strongly suggests that children who receive instruction
in the key areas of phonological and phonemic awareness, letter identification and lettersound correspondence, and who have plentiful opportunities to develop their oral
language skills prior to kindergarten, are well prepared for learning early literacy skills
and for becoming fluent readers (Adams, 1990; Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999; Lonigan,
Burgess, & Anthony, 2000, Stanovich, 2000). Research also indicates that
socioeconomic status plays a key role in child development of these skills.

Children in

lower socioeconomic status settings have fewer opportunities at home to develop oral
language skills (Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999) and are more likely to lag behind middle
class children in developing phonological awareness and ultimately in reading ability
once they begin school (Lonigan, Burgess, Anthony & Barker, 1998; Raz & Bryant,
1990).

Knowledge of letter names has been shown to be both predictive of and to

reinforce learning letter-sound correspondences (McBride-Chang, 1999, Adams, 1990)
and to have a predictive relationship with phonological awareness and early decoding
skills (Lonigan, Burgess & Anthony, 2000). The following key studies address the
interrelationship of phonological awareness, letter identification and letter-sound
correspondence, and oral language skill development in preschool or kindergarten-age
children.
Storch and Whitehurst (2001) utilized a sample of 367 four-year-old
children in Head Start (a subset of a larger longitudinal study by Storch & Whitehurst,
2002) to examine the relationship between home and family factors, language
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development emergent literacy, and reading achievement using Structural Equation
Modeling. The authors present a causal hypothesis, organized around the ideas of
interacting “inside out” skills and “outside-in” early literacy skills. Inside out skills
include print principles, phonological awareness and emergent writing, while outside-in
skills include expressive and receptive language skills. When their hypothetical model
was assessed against the data for degree of fit, the authors found a (.928) comparative fit
index indicating an acceptable fit between the data and the model. The procedure
indicates the influence of variables on one another, and the degree of significance of
each.
This study found that in preschool children expressive language abilities
and phonological/print-related knowledge were heavily predictive of each other (41% of
variance in “inside out” skills is explained by outside-in skills). Over time this
predictiveness lessened. Fifty five percent of grade one reading ability was accounted for
by “inside out” skills (letter names and sounds, print concepts, differentiating print,
segmenting words and sentences.) Home Literacy Environment (HLE), made up of
literacy environment and parental characteristics including IQ and expectations
accounted for 40% of the variance in preschool “outside-in” skills. While parental
characteristics contributed the most (.89), Home Literacy Environment contributed
significantly (.69). This is important, since parental IQ is not malleable whereas HLE
apparently is. The authors’ conclude that the inside-out skills measured directly
influence later reading achievement whereas receptive/expressive language skills do not
play a direct role. This study supports a model of interacting but separable early literacy
and language skills that can be influenced by home literacy activities. It also indicates
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that further research on interventions to promote letter naming and letter-sound
correspondence, (two of the more measurable inside-out skills) in preschool age children
is warranted.
In Storch & Whitehurst’s 2002 longitudinal study of 626 children in Head
Start from preschool to grade 4, the authors examined the relationship between print
concepts, phonological awareness, and oral language in preschool and kindergarten with
reading fluency and comprehension in grades 1-4. Print Concepts, including letter and
letter-sound identification, were measured using subtests of the Developing Skills
Checklist. Using Structural Equation Modeling, the authors present a model of how oral
language, vocabulary, and print skills are related and interrelated throughout early
reading development from preschool to grade 4. They discuss code and oral-language
skills as each playing contributing roles to literacy development, though at different
points. Storch & Whitehurst (2002) found that in early reading development oral
language is mediated by code related skills (including phonological awareness and print
awareness.) One conclusion the authors drew is that early interventions need to focus on
“formal interactions with print, such as teaching a child about letters” since 38% of the
variance in Kindergarten code-related skills are accounted for by preschool code-related
skills, and both are predictive of later reading achievement. The findings of this study
support the identification of oral language skills, phonological awareness skills, and
alphabetic knowledge as key skills supporting early literacy for preschool-aged children
that will have ongoing effects for later reading success. These studies suggest a triad of
interacting skills that could be targeted for preventive early interventions with preschool
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children that include phonological awareness, alphabetic knowledge, and oral language
skill development.
Lonigan, Burgess & Anthony (2000) conducted a study following 96
children from early to late preschool and 97 children from late preschool to either
kindergarten or first grade, in which they used structural equation modeling to examine
the relationships between oral language, print knowledge, phonological sensitivity and
later reading development. Children were from middle-upper socioeconomic status
families. Lonigan et al. specifically utilized measures supporting a broad construct of
phonological awareness, rather than the more restricted construct of phonemic awareness,
in the belief that general sensitivity to the sounds in language is what is most important
for learning to read.

Phonological sensitivity was measured using protocols for rhyme

oddity, alliteration oddity, blending, and elision. Oral language measures included the
PPVT-R, the EOWPVT-R, the ITPA-VE, and the ITPA-GC. Asking children to name all
26 upper case letters, presented in random order on individual cards, was used to measure
letter knowledge. Letter sound knowledge was measured by asking children to name the
sound the letter made when it appeared in a word. Print concepts were measured with
Marie Clay’s CAP test (1979). The Word Identification subtest of the Woodcock
Reading Mastery Test-Revised was used to measure decoding. Decoding was also
measured by asking children to read 25 common words printed on index cards. A
measure of environmental print was used.
Structural Equation Modeling was applied to these data creating a model
of the longitudinal relationships between emergent literacy skills, phonological
sensitivity, oral language, and decoding/word reading. Whereas the environmental print
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and print concepts measures did not contribute significantly to later reading ability, fifty
four percent of kindergarten and first grade decoding ability was accounted for by
preschool phonological sensitivity and letter knowledge. However, early preschool
phonological sensitivity was not strongly predictive of later preschool phonological
sensitivity and the authors note “...there were problems with the measures of
phonological sensitivity for the early preschool group” (p.608). The authors explain that
these problems were unaccounted for shared variance related to the measures used.
Clearly, future studies need to utilize phonological sensitivity measures with greater
predictive validity from early to late preschool.
In the youngest preschool children in the study, phonological sensitivity
was related to letter knowledge, and letter knowledge was predictive of phonological
sensitivity - the skills interacted and were less stable. In comparison, phonological
sensitivity was very stable from late preschool to grade one even when significant growth
was shown, indicating that late preschool phonological awareness predicted grade one
phonological awareness. Oral language was found to directly and indirectly effect
phonological sensitivity for late preschoolers but nevertheless oral language and
phonological sensitivity only accounted for between 17 and 25% of the variance in later
preschool phonological sensitivity. Longitudinally, the measures of phonological
sensitivity were found to be strongly predictive of decoding skills at the end of
kindergarten or beginning of grade one, and to be a separate factor from oral language
skills or cognitive ability.
The studies reviewed in this section support the specific importance of
oral language and vocabulary skills, phonological awareness, and alphabet knowledge for
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preschool early literacy development, and show that these skills interact to support
literacy development longitudinally. It is therefore important when thinking about
literacy interventions with preschool children to consider the degree to which the
intervention is likely to address these three skill areas.
Shared Reading
Given that shared reading with young children is one of the most
frequently recommended activities parents can do with young children (van Kleeck, Stahl
& Bauer , 2003) one might expect that shared reading with young children provides them
with excellent preparation for early reading development in key areas including oral
language skills, phonological awareness, and alphabetic understanding. What has been
found, however, is that simple measures of shared reading frequency do not shed as much
light on the contribution of shared reading to specific target skills as do more complex
models looking at what is done within shared reading sessions between adults and
children, and what kind of literacy supports take place outside of shared reading sessions.
In a 2002 study of 115 four to five year old children from middle class
childcare centers, Burgess looked at the relationship between shared reading and the
development of phonological sensitivity and oral language skills. Children were tested
on oral language and phonological sensitivity measures (rhyme oddity detection,
alliteration oddity detection, blending and elision tasks.) A home literacy questionnaire
similar to the Stony Brook Family Reading Survey (Whitehurst, 1993) was used to look at
shared reading patterns. The correlation between shared reading frequency and
phonological awareness was not significant, and the duration of shared reading correlated
with phonological awareness was also not significant. Receptive and expressive
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vocabulary were significantly correlated with measures of phonological sensitivity at
(.31), and (.53) (p<.01). Age of onset of shared reading, and age, was also significantly
correlated with phonological sensitivity (p<.01).
Multiple regression analyses for oral language and phonological
sensitivity were conducted to see how much variance the shared reading could explain.
The study found that the only significant unique predictors of phonological sensitivity
were child age, and child age at onset of shared reading. Frequency and duration of
shared reading were not significant predictors taken separately, but the shared reading
variables taken together (number of children’s books, age at onset of shared reading,
shared reading frequency, and shared reading duration) explained 12.6 % of the variance
in phonological sensitivity and 14.6% of the variance in oral language.
Among Burgess conclusions were that measures of long-term (sustained)
shared reading experiences (such as onset of shared reading) were more important in
accounting for variance than were the more immediate or contextual measures (such as
amount of shared reading in the last week). The author points out that this is one of the
first studies demonstrating a relationship between shared reading and phonological
sensitivity, and concludes that if educators are going to ask parents to read to their
children it is important to know what the expected benefits of this activity are.
Bus, van Ijzendoom & Pellegrini (1995) conducted a quantitative meta¬
analysis of empirical evidence regarding the effects of the frequency of parents reading
with their preschool children on later reading achievement. The 29 studies utilized
different outcome measures so the disparate emergent literacy skills measured were
grouped together in a composite including name writing or reading, letter naming, and
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phoneme blending. Other outcome measures in the studies were language measures, and
school-age reading achievement. The meta-analysis found an overall medium-large effect
size across all outcome measures for book reading of (d= .59). A medium-large effect
size of (d=.58) was found on the emergent literacy outcome measures, while an even
stronger effect size of (d—.67) was found for the studies on book reading and language
skills.
Bus et al.’s findings appears to contrast with an earlier controversial meta-analysis
by Scarborough and Dobrich (1994) concluding that storybook reading may not
contribute very much to children’s early literacy. Scarborough & Dobrich (1994)
concluded that parent-child reading predicts no more than 8% of the variance in
children s literacy abilities, which they estimated to be an effect size of approximately
(.28). Their review acknowledges the difficulty the researchers faced in finding studies
that could actually demonstrate more than a weak correlational relationship because of
such variability in study design, outcome measures, and definitions. They specifically
note that the studies do not have enough statistical power to find a difference since a
power analysis indicates that they would need at least 100 participants. The sample sizes
were all less than half of this amount. Of the studies reviewed, three found small
correlations between frequency of parent-child book reading and print-specific concepts.
Two studies found no correlation between frequency of book reading and early literacy
skills. One study found a correlation between mother’s beliefs about their role as
teachers and children’s early literacy skills, and one found a correlation between
“inclination to push their preschooler toward literacy” and early literacy achievement.
The authors conclude that while there is some indication of a relationship between shared
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reading and early literacy skill development, the contribution of parent-child book
reading to early literacy skill development is not particularly strong. As in Bus & van
Ijzendoom's (1995) review of studies, the contribution of parental teaching within
storybook reading is not directly examined. Interestingly, none of the studies in this
analysis look at the relationship between reading to preschool children and the
development of phonological skills.
.

\

It could be inferred from these meta-analyses that typical storybook reading alone
might not contribute greatly to print-based skills such as letter knowledge but these
reviews also highlight the lack of empirical research about specific aspects of parentchild reading practices other than frequency and child skill outcomes other than oral
language development in the research on storybook reading. What is clear from these
meta-analyses is that experimental book reading studies designed to influence different
parent book reading behaviors and measure the effects on diverse child skills are still
needed, and are likely to be more informative than the kind of general “home literacy”
studies prevalent in the 1980’s and early 90’s.
Evans, Shaw & Bell (2000) studied 66 five-year-old children and their
parents in order to investigate the relationship between home environment and
language/literacy development. In this longitudinal study, the authors looked at the
degree to which different types of home literacy activities with kindergarten children
contributed to children’s knowledge of letter names, letter sounds, receptive vocabulary,
and phonological sensitivity. As has been found in other studies (Raz & Bryant, 1990;
Senechal, LeFevre, Thomas, & Daly, 1998; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998) preschool and
kindergarten children’s growth in phonological skills did not appear to be linked
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specifically to parent-child storybook reading frequency. Commenting that research has
frequently failed to take child individual differences into consideration, or has failed to
partial out socio-economic status or has not used standardized measures of reading
achievement when attempting to determine how home activities influence children’s
reading skill acquisition (p.66) the authors take these factors into account in this study.
The tape recorded interviews conducted with parents included open-ended questions
about literacy practices, and these questions specifically uncovered that substantial
numbers of parents taught their children letter names during preschool or kindergarten.
Book reading activities and letter related activities, however, were not related in practice:
parents with higher scores in book title knowledge, a measure indicating amount of
shared reading, did not necessarily teach letters to their children more frequently.
Evans, Shaw & Bell (2000) did find that parent reports of frequent home
activities involving letter activities (letter names, letter sounds, print) were predictive of
later letter and phonological sensitivity skills even when controlling for age, parent
education, and child cognitive ability. Letter name and letter sound knowledge skills
measured in kindergarten, even after the authors controlled for rapid automatic naming,
visual perceptual reasoning, receptive vocabulary, and phonological sensitivity, predicted
the more advanced skills of reading comprehension, phonological spelling, and
conventional spelling in grades one and two. Using Hierarchical Regression Analyses,
the authors found that letter activities reported by parents predicted nine percent of the
variance in letter sound knowledge, ten percent of the variance in letter name knowledge,
and five percent of the variance in phonological sensitivity. Further, the authors found
that combined letter sound/name knowledge scores in kindergarten accounted for 19% of
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the variance in passage comprehension scores in grade one.

This study by Evans, Shaw

& Bell (2000) supports the importance of parents in helping children develop letter and
letter sound awareness, but it does not provide direction for how parents can best do that.
A study by Senechal, LeFevre, Thomas & Daly (1998) looked at parental
reports of storybook reading, and teaching of reading and writing skills, to see if there
was a correlation with oral language (vocabulary, listening comprehension, phoneme
awareness) and written language skills (concepts about print, alphabet knowledge,
consonant vowel consonant word reading, invented spelling) in kindergarten and grade
one children. The authors used hierarchical regression to control for parent education,
children’s age and IQ. They found that storybook exposure explained significant
variance in oral language but did not explain variance in written language skills.
Conversely, parent teaching explained significant variance in children’s written language
skills but not in their oral language skills. The authors report that parent teaching
accounted for seven percent of the variance, an amount reaching statistical significance,
in children’s written-language performance (after controlling for age, IQ, language skills,
and parent literacy.) This equaled an effect size of (.53) for frequency of parent teaching.
This study indicates that parent implemented interventions, in order to address the written
domain of early literacy skills, need to include teaching of alphabetic skills.
In an analysis of storybook reading with children, Senechal & LeFevre (2001)
report the results of a 5-year longitudinal study in which the authors found that parents
who reported more children’s storybook exposure did not necessarily teach more reading
and writing. The authors break the concept of emergent literacy down into two parts:
concepts about print, and “emergent procedural knowledge” commonly known as
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alphabetic knowledge. They argue that emergent literacy is distinct from language and
linguistic skills (including phonological awareness). The focus for their study is
children's alphabetic knowledge, invented spelling, and CVC decoding.
In the study, parent/child groups were divided into four groups labeled “highteach, high-read’ “high-teach, low-read” a “low-teach, high-read” and a “low-teach,
low-read . The study found, not surprisingly, that over time the high-teach, high-read
group did best on measures of spelling, decoding, and grade three reading
comprehension. The high-teach, low-read group experienced a drop in reading
comprehension in grade three, when these children had previously been performing
similarly to the high-high group. The authors posit that these children needed the
exposure to narrative provided by storybook reading to support their comprehension in
grade three. The low-teach, high-read group lagged behind the two high-teach groups
until grade three, when these children caught up and surpassed the high/low group. The
authors propose that the effects of decoding instruction coupled with the home support
for comprehension based on storybook reading merged at this point. As one might
expect, the low-low group experienced the Matthew Effect (Stanovich, 1986) relative to
the children in the high-high group who picked up independent reading and became
readers for pleasure. The association between parent teaching of alphabetic skills and
child reading and writing skill development over time is supported by this study. Growth
in these specific skills does not appear to be supported simply through typical picture
book exposure, without direct teaching.
Interactive or Dialogic Reading

33

One of the most studied and validated intervention methods for directing
adult behaviors while reading books to children is interactive, or dialogic, reading.
Dialogic reading has been revised over many years of empirical study to consists of
simple strategies adults can use to change the nature of reading books to children from a
relatively passive experience if adults read the book straight through, to a more active and
interactive experience between adult and child where the adult uses prompts and follow¬
up questions, gives additional information, and provides opportunities for repetition and
practice (Zevenbergen & Whitehurst, 2003). Most of the research on dialogic reading
has focused on children's outcome measures for oral language development, which is
only one of the skills important to target for development in preschool children. Studies
of interactive or dialogic reading measuring other early literacy skill outcomes have
shown mixed results. None of the studies of dialogic reading found for this literature
focused on changing the genre of books utilized with the strategies, or on asking adults to
focus their use of the techniques for specific effects.
One of the earliest studies of interactive reading was conducted by Whitehurst et
al. (1988) to examine a home-based picture book reading intervention with children
between the ages of 21 months and 35 months of age. The study was conducted with
thirty middle-class families using a pre-post control group design. Treatment group
parents were trained during two 30 minute training sessions on 3 techniques; use of
evocative techniques, use of informative feedback, and use of progressively raising
standards within the child’s zone of proximal development (what later became called
expansion on a child’s verbal response.) This study measured language development
outcomes with the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA; Kirk, McCarthy &
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Kirk, 1968); with the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised (Dunn & Dunn, 1981)
and with the Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT; Gardner, 1981)
given after four weeks and again after nine months. Audiotapes of parent behaviors were
coded on 14 parent behaviors and three child behaviors. One tailed / tests were
performed on the child language development data and significant group differences were
found for the ITPA and the EOWPVT (p=<.01) while differences on the PPVT favored
the experimental group but were not significant at( p-.0655). Analysis of the audiotape
data showed that the experimental group parents utilized significantly more praise,
expansions, and open-ended questions than the control group while the control group
used significantly more yes/no questions, directives, and straight reading. This study was
one of the first experimental studies to change parent verbal behaviors during storybook
reading and to show that such changes influenced children’s language development to a
measurable degree.
Taveme & Sheridan (1995) conducted a study of interactive reading with six
parent-child dyads in an Even Start program using an A-B follow-up with replication
design. Mothers were trained to increase the duration, frequency, and “quality” of book
reading with their preschool age children. Mothers received small group and individual
training over seven weeks that included listening to audiotape and watching videotape
examples of interactive reading strategies, and five one hour group training sessions.
Mothers audiotaped weekly reading sessions, which were coded to summarize a range of
parent and child behaviors. The mothers’ weekly reading logs were analyzed for
treatment integrity while a rating scale was used to gather information about treatment
acceptability.
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Five of the parents increased both the number of days and minutes read with their
child during the intervention, and reported that this was either the same or more than they
had done before the intervention. One parent reported reading fewer minutes per week
than previously. A mean increase of 122 interactions was coded from baseline to
treatment condition with indications that the change was maintained at a high level on
follow-up. A significant problem with this study is that the child outcome data offers no
meaningful contrast to differentiate the effects of the intervention from growth due to
maturation and school factors. The program appears to have been acceptable to parents,
and parents reported meeting their goals. Basically, this study supports further study of
interactive reading with at-risk groups by demonstrating parent behavior change,
acceptability, and face validity, and points to future directions for study with at-risk
groups.
Arnold, Lonigan, Whitehurst & Epstein (1994) conducted a study to replicate and
extend previous work by Whitehurst et al. (1988) to a videotape training format for
parents. The purpose of this extension was to reduce costs of the program and simplify
and standardize training procedures. In this study 64 higher socioeconomic status
mother-child dyads were recruited through newspaper advertisements to participate in a
five-week study. Children were between 24 and 36 months old. Participants were
randomly assigned to either a control condition, an in-person training condition, or a
video training condition in order to study the comparative effectiveness of each type of
training. Child language skill outcomes were measured for expressive vocabulary, verbal
expression, and receptive language skills. Parents chose what books to read.
Comparisons of the three groups showed that the video training group scored
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significantly better on the measures of expressive vocabulary and verbal expression than
the control group (p= 009) and (p=. 01). Significant differences in favor of the video
training group were also found when comparing the in-person to the video training
groups. The video training group scored significantly higher on the measure of
expressive vocabulary and receptive language (p=.0009) and higher, but not significantly,
on the measure of verbal expression. Data gathered via audiotape suggested that group
differences may have been effected by differences in the approach of the two trainers
used for the study training and one conclusion of the researchers is that standardization of
training did not take place when the training was provided in person.

Video training,

shown to be effective, promotes standardization. The authors note that dialogic reading
“does not directly address phonemic awareness or concepts of print” (Arnold, Lonigan,
Whitehurst & Epstein, 1994, p.242) but do not discuss the possible effect of book genre
on outcomes and parent questioning.

The study supports the effectiveness of a videotape

training format for changing parent behaviors and child outcomes using dialogic reading
strategies.
Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) compared the effectiveness of training parents
and teachers via videotape to apply dialogic reading techniques with 91 three and four
year old children in low-income settings in Tennessee. Children were assigned to four
experimental conditions: group implementation by trained teacher, individual
implementation by trained parent, both teacher and parent implementation, and control.
Outcome measures were standardized oral language tests for receptive vocabulary,
expressive vocabulary, and verbal fluency administered at a six-week interval. Treatment
integrity was monitored via logs.
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This study found statistically significant variability in implementation by teachers
and parents, the researchers were only able to get back 60% of the parent reading logs,
and nearly 30% of the participants were not available for all of the follow-up assessment.
Significant correlations were found between the posttest vocabulary scores and the
frequency of school-based reading.

As a result, the researchers ran ANCOVA analysis

at the level of center compliance (low and high) by group for each of the posttest
measures.
The study found that the centers with high compliance had child expressive
language scores that were significantly higher than the control group (p= 04.) The
school plus home condition also scored higher than the control group (p=.03) with an
(.74) effect size. In the low compliance centers the intervention groups did not score
higher than the control group.

In fact, the low compliance school group scored

significantly lower than the school plus home group (p=.01) the home group (p=.005) and
the control group (p-.03). The verbal fluency outcomes were somewhat different, finding
no effect based on center compliance or group by center compliance interaction. All
three intervention groups scored higher than the control group. Scores in the home group
were the highest, higher even than the school plus home group (p=.02).
Children s Mean Length of Utterance, total number of words produced, and
number of different words produced while participating in semi-structured book reading
sessions after the intervention were analyzed. Large effect sizes were found for
intervention groups in the high compliance centers from (.63) for MLU to (1.03) for total
words produced. Home reading was more frequent than even the high compliance
centers and the authors propose that one-to-one reading allows adults to tailor their
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questions to child interests and responses thereby working within the zone of proximal
development, which may not be possible in small groups. The treatment-integrity and
attrition difficulties apparent in this study make interpretation of the outcome data
difficult, but provide useful information for considering the pros and cons of
implementing such interventions with parents and with schools. The importance of
gathering treatment integrity data is accentuated by this study.
A study by Whitehurst, Zevenbergen, Crone et al. (1999) examined the
longitudinal effects of dialogic reading with a Head Start cohort followed to second
grade.

A sample of 280 children who attended Head Start was randomly assigned by

classroom to intervention and control conditions. Preschool children were given the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test to pretest oral language development, and the
Developing Skills Checklist consisting of subscales for memory (naming pictured letters,
identifying sounds and letters, blending consonant-vowel-consonant words), auditory
(identifying same or different words, rhyming), print concepts (holding a book and
turning pages, identifying people reading, identifying print, pictures, letters, and numbers,
functions of print, and components of written communication) and writing (left to right
progression, printing first name, drawing a person, writing mechanics, and writing
quality) (CTB, 1990.) The intervention consisted of several elements. The first was
implementation of dialogic reading both at home with parents and at school in small
groups of four students. Parents and teachers were trained via videotape. The second
element of the intervention was a 5-month implementation of an adaptation of the Sound
Foundations Program at school (Byrne & Fielding Barnsley, 1991), which is a phonemic
awareness curriculum. Posttests were given at the end of Head Start and in kindergarten
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using the same tests and also the EOWPVT (a test of expressive vocabulary). At the end
of first and second grade children were given the word reading subscale of the Stanford
Achievement Test and the Word Attack subscale of the Woodcock Reading Mastery
Test.
MANCOVA was conducted with the PPVT and DSC total pretest scores used as
covariates for the kindergarten year. The analysis found significant main effects for
condition, center, and time. Intervention condition children performed significantly
better than control children in kindergarten. MANCOVA was conducted again with
PPVT and DSC pretest scores used as covariates, on the literacy measures at the end of
first and second grades. This time no main effects or interactions were statistically
significant other than time, and a time by center interaction. They applied a multiple
regression analysis using grade two word reading and word attack scores as one
dependent variable and the test scores used as outcome measures at the end of
kindergarten as predictors. This regression analysis indicated that grade one and two
reading ability was strongly related to some of the skills measured by the DSC only,
specifically the memory composite containing measures for naming pictured letters,
identifying sounds and letters, and blending consonant-vowel-consonant words.
However, the overall scores of this group of children indicated that they were on average
at the 12 percentile when they began preschool and by second grade average
performance was at the 40th percentile.
The authors note that this study supports other research in showing that the
strongest predictors of early reading success are letter knowledge and alphabetic
understanding, both strongly related to the development of decoding skills.
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They think

that the effectiveness of the intervention was lessened because letter knowledge
influences the acquisition of phonological sensitivity, and because the Sound Foundations
program focused on phonological awareness but did not specifically link letters and
letter-sounds. They posit, also, that the main effect of dialogic reading may be to make
children into readers rather than the intervention having a specific effect on particular
early literacy skills.
In a study of 86 Hong Kong kindergarten children and their parents, Chow &
McBride-Chang (2003) randomly assigned participants into 3 groups: dialogic reading,
typical reading, and control. An eight-week dialogic reading intervention was applied,
with parents trained via telephone in the Prompt Evaluate Expand Repeat (PEER)
techniques. Parents were supplied with eight books and prompts, and asked to read one
book each week, two times, for 15 minutes, with their child. Outcome measures included
the Preschool and Primary Chinese Literacy Scale (PPCLS) with subscales for character
identification and visual and auditory discrimination of a character when read aloud. (In
Chinese, individual characters represent spoken words and syllables.) The two subscales
were combined into a composite score to enhance internal consistency and reliability.
The study found effect size of (.47) on the PPCLS, a medium Cohen effect size. The
authors conclude that “...dialogic reading showed a facilitating effect on children’s
literacy skills, as indicated by the PPCLS. It seems that dialogic reading can facilitate
both oral and written languages, which, in-tum, facilitate literacy skill” (p.243). This
study shows that dialogic reading can be applied cross culturally and the outcome
measures may parallel phonological awareness in the English language, to some degree.
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A six-week study by Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer, & Samwel (1999)
compared shared reading and dialogic reading with preschool children from a lowincome background, using a control group design. Undergraduate volunteers conducted
reading in small groups, and the 95 children were pre and post tested on oral language
and phonological sensitivity. The oral language measures used were the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test - R, the Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test-R, the Illinois
Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities-Verbal Expression Subtest, and the Woodcock-Johnson
Psychoeducational Battery-Listening Comprehension Subtest. Phonological sensitivity
measures were rhyme oddity detection, alliteration oddity detection, sound blending, and
sound elision from MacLean, Bryant, and Bradley (1987) and Wagner et al (1994). The
primary research question of this study was whether dialogic reading or shared reading
was more effective.
The two intervention groups were compared to each other and separately
compared to the control group, and were then combined and compared to the control
group. There were no group differences on the PPVT-R. The treatment groups
combined scored significantly higher on the ITPA-VE than the control group, but were
not significantly different than each other. The researchers note that the dialogic group
did score higher than the shared reading group on this measure. Although the combined
intervention groups showed more change over time than the control group on the measure
of listening comprehension (p=.04) the dialogic and shared reading groups did not differ
from each other on this measure. No effects were found on rhyme oddity and while the
intervention groups had significantly higher scores on the alliteration measure than the
control group, when separated the dialogic group did not differ from the no-treatment
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group. All children grew on the blending and elision tasks but there were no significant
group differences. An (.77) effect size for dialogic reading on the measure of verbal
expression subtest, and an effect size of (.51) for shared reading, are reported. Dialogic
reading had an effect size of (.36) on the listening comprehension subtest, while shared
reading had an effect size of (.77). Dialogic reading had an effect size of (.36) on
alliteration and shared reading had an effect sized of (.70) on this task. This study is
notable because it is one of few to measure the effect of different styles of shared reading
on phonological awareness skills, rather than solely measuring language development.
However, small/medium effects were found on only one out of the four phonological
measures utilized. The books utilized in this study were described as having been chosen
...for their potential to support vocabulary growth...’' (Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield,
Dyer, & Samwel, 1999, p.310). This study supports the need for a study of phonological
growth as a dependent variable and adult book reading using children’s books with
opportunities to practice and discuss phonology as an independent variable.
In 2006 Blom-Hoffman, O’Neil-Pirozzi, and Cutting conducted a pilot study
looking at the acceptability to parents and health care staff of the Read Together, Talk
Together dialogic reading program (RTTT) (Pearson Early Learning, 2004). The
researchers showed the RTTT video in community health center waiting rooms to 18
English-speaking caregiver dyads during primary health care visits. Eight dyads were
assigned to the experimental group and 10 were assigned to a control group. Fifteen
health center staff members also provided acceptability feedback after participating in a
workshop about the RTTT program. Caregivers filled out a 7 item rating scale regarding
the acceptability of the videotape after watching the videotape the first time, and at their
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six-week follow-up appointment. All ratings by both parents and staff members were 3
(neutral) or above on the acceptability scale both before and after six weeks, with most
participants rating the program a 4 on the 1-5 scale. No negative ratings were received.
Although this is a very small pilot study, it covers a unique aspect of dialogic reading and
does lend some support to the treatment acceptability of the RTTT videotape.
In one of a series of studies on print referencing behavior. Justice & Ezell
(2000a) conducted a study of typical 4-year-old children and their parents.

The study

utilized a matched control group design, with 28 parent-child dyads participants, to
examine the effectiveness of a 4 week intervention using eight children’s books and
videotape training to assist parents in focusing their book-reading sessions on written
language print referencing behaviors. Print referencing behaviors included making
comments or asking questions about print, or pointing out print while reading. Parent
behaviors and child skill growth were dependent variables. The first was measured
through coding of videotapes. Children’s word and print awareness were measured using
measures of author-constructed measures for words in print, alphabet knowledge, print
recognition, word segmentation, and print concepts. Significant group differences, in
favor of the experimental group, were found for words in print, print concepts, and word
segmentation. No differences were found for alphabet knowledge or print recognition.
Parents were not instructed to directly teach letter identification. This study indicates that
parents who use storybook reading to teach about print concepts can increase their
children’s awareness of print.
In a related study. Justice & Ezell (2000b) demonstrated that adult use of
verbal and nonverbal references to print during storybook reading with 4-year-olds is a
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highly malleable area of adult behavior. In this study of 24 graduate student volunteers
working with 4-year-old children, a pre-post test control group design was used and to
look at the effectiveness of the video instruction and child reading behaviors. At pre-test
an average of two nonverbal print referencing behaviors and less than one verbal print
referencing behavior per minute were counted during storybook reading in both the
control and the treatment groups. At posttest, the experimental group rate changed
significantly. An average of nearly eight nonverbal print referencing behaviors and
nearly four verbal references were counted in the treatment group, while the control
group behaviors remained the same. This demonstrates that with relatively little training,
the group changed their behaviors quite significantly. However, it must be noted that this
was a group of graduate students in speech-language pathology and their behavior can
not be taken as representative of either teachers or parents. The proportion of child printreferencing behaviors was also measured pre and post. At pretest an average of 3.9% of
child utterances referred to print while at posttest an average of 25% of child utterances
referred to print with a significant difference between the treatment and control groups.
Of course, this study does not reveal whether there is a practical benefit of having
preschool children reference print more frequently during reading interactions but the
authors propose that this strategy may be beneficial during parent-child reading sessions
by “creating opportunities for print awareness and oral language development” (Justice &
Ezell, 2000b, p.45).
In another study of print referencing, Justice and Ezell (2002) examined the use of
the strategy with 30 children enrolled in Head Start programs. Children participated in
small group reading sessions with either a print focus or a picture focus and outcomes on
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print awareness were measured. All children grew on the measures, which included a
measure of alphabet knowledge. Significant group effects were found for the measures
of print recognition, words in print, and alphabet knowledge. Reading sessions in this
study specifically included alphabet knowledge prompts such as “ ‘does anyone see a T
on this page?’ ” (Justice and Ezell, 2002, p.26) and corrective feedback and praise were
offered. This is the only study found in the review of literature for this chapter where
specific letter referencing behaviors were implemented during storybook reading, and
outcomes on child letter knowledge were measured. This study suggests that reading
books with children could be utilized as an opportunity to teach and practice alphabet
skills with relatively little adult training, and that children in socio-economically
disadvantaged settings might benefit by increases in alphabetic skills.
The research to date demonstrates that dialogic reading between preschool (and
younger) children and adults specifically helps children’s language development
(Cutspec, 2004, 2006) and that parents and other adults can use the strategies effectively.
Small-group instruction using dialogic reading may be less effective than when the
approach is applied with individual children by parents, and it appears that schools may
experience difficulty with treatment integrity (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Whitehurst,
Arnold, Epstein et al., 1994). Dialogic reading has been effective cross-culturally (Chow
& McBride Chang, 2003; Valdez-Menchaca & Whitehurst, 1992) and with children from
lower socioeconomic status backgrounds (Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer &
Samwel, 1999). Upper-middle class parents have been found to be able to implement
dialogic reading effectively at home (Whitehurst et ah, 1988). Many studies have not
addressed treatment implementation/treatment integrity and it is unclear how much
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support the most at-risk populations of parents would need to implement dialogic reading
with integrity (Zevenbergen & Whitehurst, 2003). No research to date was found
regarding the use of dialogic reading with different genres of children's books although
this area is cited an area of needed study by Zevehbergen & Whitehurst (2003). While
few studies have specifically examined the possible contribution of dialogic reading to
children s early literacy skills other than language development, there may be effects
worth examining on other important skills like print concepts, letter knowledge, and
phonological awareness (Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, & Dyer, 1999). Studies of print
referencing techniques further indicate that adult-child reading sessions can be used to
draw children’s attention to aspects of book beyond vocabulary (Justice & Ezell, 2000a,
2000b, 2002).
Alphabet Books and Book Genre
A largely ignored dimension in the studies of reading books with
preschool children is book genre. In considering how to “manipulate” the experience of
reading books to children in order to change the skills they develop, one dimension of the
experience that can easily be changed is the content of the books themselves. The
experimental literature addressing reading books with children has largely attended to
adult behaviors - specifically how they ask (or don’t ask) questions. One way to import
phonology and letters into the experience of reading books with children would be to read
alphabet books -which, depending on book choice, often focus on letters, the sounds they
make, and words associated with the letter sounds. Yet, very few studies have utilized
alphabet books experimentally to determine what children learn from reading such books
with adults.
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A frequently cited 1996 study by Murray, Stahl, & Ivey examined the
contribution of teachers reading alphabet books with preschool children to children’s
letter knowledge and phoneme awareness. Specifically, the authors were interested in
examining how alphabet books might help children connect letter knowledge with
understanding of onset letter-sounds. Three preschool classrooms participated in the
study with a total of 42 participants. A quasi-experimental pre-post test group comparison
design was applied.

The first classroom utilized alphabet books selected because they

showed both the letter and then gave example words beginning with the letter, allowing
an onset sound connection to be made. The second classroom utilized books giving the
alphabet letter only, with no words demonstrating the letter sound. The third classroom
utilized picture storybooks. Teachers read the books aloud daily for 3 weeks, and were
told to read as they normally would.
Observations of the teachers during the study indicated that the teachers
reading both kinds of alphabet books pointed out letter-names, but neither tried to elicit
letter-sound connections. The teacher reading storybooks stuck to the story text without
eliciting child interaction. No dialogic-type reading was observed. Pre and posttest data
were gathered about children s skills including print knowledge, upper and lower case
alphabet recognition (measured by showing upper and lower case letter cards), and onset
blending and segmentation development (measured by saying a word a funny way and
asking the child to either blend or segment in response.)
Murray et al.’s (1996) study found no statistically significant differences
between the groups on the print knowledge measure, or on the letter recognition measure.
All groups showed statistically significant gains on both of these measures. As a group.
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the children showed gains in phoneme awareness as well, and the authors report a
statistically significant group by time interaction on the phoneme awareness measure.
The children in the letter-name books condition, however, made no numerical gain on the
phoneme awareness measure. The authors conclude “that this simple treatment had a
measurable effect with this population suggests strongly that alphabet book reading might
be an important factor in the development of phoneme awareness, one which has not
been previously identified’ (p.318). It seems that they are overstating the significance of
their findings and that before embracing alphabet book reading as a strong intervention to
support and develop phonological awareness in preschool children, a more definitive
connection would need to be made.
Murray Stahl & Ivey’s (1996) study had numerous limitations including
the probable violation of assumptions of normalcy in using parametric statistics: The
authors state that there was a floor effect on these measures and comment on the very low
scores of all children in the study. Additionally, the 3-week time frame of the
independent variable (teacher reading) is not very much time for child learning to occur,
especially when measured in a pre-post format. Treatment integrity does not appear to
have been monitored or measured.

Finally, it is impossible to determine that the growth

between pre and post-test measures is not due to teaching outside of the intervention
because the study methodology does not control for between classroom differences. This
study does prompt questions about whether a stronger intervention (more explicit
instruction, given for a longer time frame using alphabet books) and a better experimental
design would show an effect on alphabetic awareness and phonological awareness skills.
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A descriptive multiple baseline study by Smolken & Yaden in 1992
indicated that parents who read alphabet books with their preschool children discussed
letter identification, conventions and sounds more frequently than when they read other
types of children's books. This was not an experimental study and therefore it did not
examine whether increased parent-child discussion of letters and sounds was associated
with changes in child skills. The authors of this study present hypotheses based on
descriptive information gathered from audiotapes of six parents and their preschool
children while reading of a variety of types of alphabet books. While the method of the
study is qualitative rather than quantitative, the descriptions are useful in considering
what children might learn or have the opportunity to learn when they read alphabet books
with their parents. Specifically, the authors posit that children learn six different kinds of
information from reading alphabet books: metalinguistic terminology such as “letter” and
“word”; directionality; letter orientation; feature analysis of different letters;
differentiation of letter symbols from number symbols; and sound-symbol relationships.
In the qualitative analysis of their data (Yaden, Smolken, & MacGillivray,
1993) the authors examine the parent-child interactions during alphabet book readings
and present examples of the kinds of misunderstandings that arise between these parents
and their preschool children when discussing letters. In the authors’ description,
particular misunderstandings arise around the commonly used phrases “stands for”,
starts with , and is for” such as “B is for_” These young preschool children (ages
3.5-4.5) show how they do not yet know the difference between a letter symbol and a
picture, and that they do not understand the alphabetic principle enough to know that the
beginning sound in a word is represented by a letter. As a result, the children
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demonstrate repeatedly their misunderstandings about what the letter featured on each
page of the alphabet book has to do with what the parent is reading. In the transcribed
discussions presented by the authors, children asked to respond to letter questions seem
often to guess or to rely on memory. In the absence of a clear understanding of letters as
specific symbols having specific sounds are associated with them, children use the
pictures to guess when presented with questions like “What starts with B?” This study is
presented as a qualitative “Piagetian’ analysis and does not address or provide useful
information toward understanding “...what literacy information is being extracted by the
child from the parent’s dialogue.” (Yaden, Smolken, MacGillivray, 1993, p.62) What the
study does is to point out the need for research addressing this question empirically.
In a 2006 study of using alphabet books in the classroom with 152
kindergarten children, Brabham, Murray & Bowden taught six teachers to read alphabet
books with a phoneme emphasis and six teachers to read alphabet books with a meaning
emphasis. The phoneme emphasis group, judging from the description given by the
author, utilized very explicit instruction in what sounds different letters make, and what
words begin with each sound, along with practice in saying the letters and associated
sounds. The meaning emphasis group discussed new words and their meanings. The
teachers each read 10 books to their students, over 20 school days (4 weeks). In addition
to the teacher book reading, the study also utilized children’s independent practice using
CD-ROM with half of the students and audiotapes accompanied by a printed book with
the other half of the students, to determine which combination of strategies led to the
most skill growth.

Pretest and posttest measures for letter name

knowledge, phoneme identification (initial sounds, medial sounds, and final sounds), the
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alphabetic principle, and vocabulary were given. Of the measures used, all four were
modifications of more standardized measures and therefore the authors looked at internal
reliability and validity of their pre and posttest scores through test-retest correlations and
split-half coefficients for the statistically significant tests. They found high positive
correlations, indicating predictive validity, with statistical significance ranging from
(p=.003) to (p=.000).
The authors conducted ANOVAs to compare the child scores within the
meaning and phoneme emphasis alphabet book reading groups. While the group
differences pretest were not statistically significant, significant differences (p= 022) were
found in favor of the phoneme emphasis condition on phoneme identity gain scores.
Effect sizes were estimated to be (n2= 035). No significant differences were found
between the groups on the measures for vocabulary, letter names, or phonetic cues.
Children scored significantly higher on the phoneme identity measure that participated in
the audiotape with print copies of Dr. Seuss ’s ABC Book (Geisel, 1991) during listening
centers, compared to children who used the CD ROM version of the books. Pretest and
posttest scores showed that all children grew significantly, which would be expected as a
result of exposure to kindergarten.
Brabham, Murray, & Bowden (2006) erroneously conclude that reading
alphabet books was found to significantly improve the skills measured in this study:
Because there is no control group it is impossible to know whether all children in this
kindergarten population grew significantly in these skills. However, this study does
indicate that teachers reading alphabet books in a manner that directly emphasized
phoneme awareness were able to effect growth in phoneme identification more than
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teachers reading alphabet books with an emphasis on vocabulary and word meanings.
This is an important finding for directing other future studies of reading alphabet books
with preschool and with kindergarten children. The study supports the idea that the same
type of question (for example, a “what question) can direct a child's attention to letters
and sounds, or can direct a child s attention to vocabulary, with different effects.
In an article examining sharing informational text with young children,
Yopp & Yopp (2000) discuss the differences between narrative children’s books and
informational children s books, and how the differences affect both learning and literacy
interactions. The authors discuss how young children are very interested in learning
about the world around them, and how reading informational texts to children takes
advantage of this curiosity. While the focus of the article is not specifically on alphabet
books, a multiple page discussion of the use of informational alphabet books is included.
The authors assert that alphabet books make print features salient and “help children
learn letter names and sounds’’ and “...can support development of phonemic
awareness.” (Yopp & Yopp, 2000, p.414).

This frequently referenced article does not

present research (beyond what has already been discussed in this literature review) to
support the statement that “informational alphabet books may facilitate young readers’
emerging literacy understandings, such as alphabet knowledge, sound-symbol
correspondences, concepts about print, and phonemic awareness” (Yopp & Yopp, 2000,
p.416-417).
In a descriptive study by Bradley & Jones (2007) 7 preschool and 6
kindergarten teachers were given three different types of alphabet books to read with
their classroom, and the tape-recorded reading sessions were recorded and transcribed.
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Alphabet books with a focus on letters and initial letter-sound correspondences, those
presenting letter names only without example words, and story-based alphabet books
with alliteration embedded comprised the three genres of alphabet books used.

The

purpose of the study was to examine how teachers used the different types of books to
emphasize the alphabet. The study showed differences in the percentage of teacher talk
about categories that included letter knowledge, text, and phonological awareness. The
smallest percentage of teacher talk for both preschool and kindergarten teachers was
related to phonological awareness and the largest percentage of talk related to letter
knowledge. The smallest percentage of teacher talk corresponding with book genre, for
both preschool and kindergarten teachers, occurred in relationship to the letter-name only
book. This study does not determine if the differences were significant, does not utilize a
control group, and does not attempt to control for possible differences in reading style
based on the order in which the books were read. It does imply that adults may read
different types of alphabet books .with different emphases, and supports book genre as a
feature of reading books to children that is worthy of further analysis.
Summary
Important key pre-literacy skills for young children have been identified that
enable later reading acquisition, including knowledge of letters, letter-sound
correspondences, phonological awareness, and oral language (Adams, 1990; Hart &
Risley, 1995, 1999; Lundberg, Frost, & Peterson, 1988; Stanovich, 2000; Whitehurst &
Lonigan, 1998). What parents do at home does effect child skill development in these
areas. For example, many parents directly teach their children the alphabet, and parent
teaching promotes children’s growth in alphabetic knowledge. Parents who read books
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to their children promote their children's language and vocabulary development. Parent
teaching and storybook reading are separable adult behaviors, each promoting different
child skills (Senechal & LeFevre. 2001; Senechal, LeFevre, Thomas & Daley, 1998).
Studies of shared, interactive, and dialogic reading between adults and children
have utilized many different outcome measures and experimental designs with a wide
range of adequacy for drawing valid conclusions regarding which adult behaviors effect
which child skills (Bus, Van Ijzendoorn & Pellegrini, 1995; Cutspec, 2004, 2006;
Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994; Trivette & Dunst, 2007 ). Shared reading has most often
been studied in relation to the frequency of the activity, compared with what occurs
during (within) book reading sessions (van Kleeck et. al., 2003; Senechal, LeFevre,
Thomas & Daly, 1998). Looking at what occurs within reading sessions, studies by
Justice & Ezell (2000a, 2000b) show that adults can utilize questioning techniques to
draw attention to print characteristics during storybook reading, and that children show
growth in print-related skills as a result.
Dialogic reading studies further demonstrate how adult behaviors are malleable
during storybook reading with children. For example, specific questioning and follow-up
strategies can be used to emphasize children’s vocabulary development through increased
adult-child verbal interaction. (Chow & McBride Chang, 2003; Lonigan & Whitehurst,
1998; Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer, 1999; Valdez-Menchaca & Whitehurst,
1992; Whitehurst, Arnold, Epstein et al., 1994) Dialogic reading has been found to be
teacher, parent, and child friendly and it is an intervention able to have an impact on
children’s language development even when applied only 2-4 days per week for as few as
4 weeks (Whitehurst et al 1988; Chow & McBride-Chang 2003). It has been effective
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for improving oral language skills for children from lower sdcioeconomic status families
and for children with language delays (Whitehurst et al 1994). It haS also been shown to
work in languages other than English (Chow & McBride-Chang, 2003; Valdez-Menchaca
& Whitehurst 1992) and in samples drawn from Head Start and middle class settings
(Whitehurst et al 1994, Whitehurst et al 1988). Parents can successfully be supported in
learning the techniques through a 15 minute videotape (Arnold, Lonigan et al 1994) and
through telephone training (Chow & McBride-Chang, 2003) and the approach appears to
be well-accepted by parents and caregivers (Blom-Hoffman, & O’Neil-Pirozzi, 2006.)
Whether adult-child participation in structured shared reading sessions can be molded to
address other important child skills, such as alphabetic knowledge or phonological
awareness, either concurrently or serially, remains a question for future research.
In reviewing the currently available studies on dialogic reading, it is notable that
few studies have examined the specific contribution of dialogic reading with preschool
children to children s phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge. Most studies
have measured only oral language development in response to dialogic reading, but at
least one study (Lonigan et. al., 1999) found an effect on alliteration skills specifically.
Another study (Whitehurst et al., 1994b) measured print concepts, which included letter,
naming. This study found that dialogic reading with the Sound Foundations Program did
have an effect on print concepts, and on a subtest for identifying letters and sounds.
These effects are most likely to be due to the Sound Foundations portion of the
independent variable, but the contribution of dialogic reading is not separable in this
study.
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Studies of home literacy activities such as a study by Evans, Shaw, & Bell (2000)
indicate that during storybook reading some parents may ask print related WH questions,
for example, “What letter does DOG start with?” whereas others may ask “What is that
animal? with potentially very different child skill outcomes over time. Both types of
prompts could occur within dialogic reading, but dialogic reading studies have not
examined or controlled for the contribution of parents teaching the alphabet and letter
sounds within or outside of storybook reading, on children’s early literacy development.
While dialogic reading could be considered a relatively indirect intervention when
applied to print-specific skills, how the intervention is applied could make it more or less
direct and possibly could create more or less effect on specific skills of concern such as
letter or letter-sound skills. For example, if the dialogic reading PEER sequence (Prompt,
Evaluate, Expand, Repeat) is applied to increase a child’s understanding of the function
of print itself this could become a reasonably direct print-concepts intervention. It is not
clear whether dialogic reading strategies could address additional child skills by directing
adult prompts toward the skills of interest.
Overall, genre is a virtually unstudied aspect of adult-child book reading
(Brabham, Murray & Bowden, 2006; Zevenbergen & Whitehurst, 2003) and it is very
surprising that the nuances of reading alphabet books with young children have not been
studied experimentally to determine to what degree they have their intended effects.
Given the popularity and ubiquitousness of alphabet books for children in preschool and
kindergarten, and the frequent recommendation to parents to read this type of books in
order to support children learning letters and letter sounds, it would probably surprise
many educators to learn that such recommendations are based on popular cultural
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perceptions rather than on data showing how to use alphabet books to help children learn
alphabet skills. In fact, in reviewing children’s alphabet books themselves, it became
obvious that many popular books would not help children learn letter-sound
correspondences because they did not utilize the most common sounds made by letters,
they did not actually focus on words beginning with certain letters, or they were simply
lists of words with no narrative form to support parents reading the books to children.
This review supports the need for experimental research related to how to read alphabet
books with preschool children to emphasize desired skills and what is the likely effect.
Conclusions
Thus far, studies of dialogic reading intervention techniques, applied
either by parents or by teachers, have not thoroughly examined the degree to which the
technique itself could potentially have an effect on preschool children’s’ acquisition of
letter naming and letter-sound correspondence, or on the possible effects of this
intervention for building early phonological awareness. It is important to establish
whether dialogic reading can have an effect on key early literacy skills including print
principles, alphabetic understanding, or phonological awareness because current research
supports that these early literacy skills are likely to have reciprocal relationships with
each other and to support later reading acquisition longitudinally (Adams, 1990;
Lundberg, Frost, & Peterson, 1988; Stanovich, 2000; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).
From this literature review, it appears that dialogic reading with typical narrative
storybooks may not be a direct enough approach to teaching children letters and lettersound correspondences to have a very large effect. Whether making simple changes to
the intervention (such as utilizing a different genre of children’s books or adding more
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explicit prompts for letters and letter sounds) would still result in significant growth in
children s language development while also increasing print specific and phonological
skills is worth examining because of the parent and child-friendliness of the dialogic
reading strategies themselves and because the strategies can easily be taught to parents.
Additionally, the dialogic questioning strategies appear to be flexible enough that they
could be given a focus — parents could be asked to use CROWD prompts to draw
attention to letter names, to letter sounds, to the meaning of words, each with potentially
varied effects on child skills.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
Chapter Overview and Research Questions
In this chapter, the methods used to conduct this research project are described.
The method section details the research design including dependent and independent
variables, participant recruitment and characteristics, and data collection and analysis
procedures. The first three, and primary, research questions of this study were whether
dialogic reading using alphabet books implemented at home by parents or caregivers with
4-5 year old children had a significant influence on children’s alphabet knowledge,
phonological awareness and expressive language skills. The secondary questions regard
treatment integrity. Question 4. Did parents/caregivers who participated in the dialogic
reading videotape training and then implemented an 8-week dialogic reading program at
home with their 4-5 year-old children apply the dialogic strategies when reading alphabet
books? Question 5. Did parents/caregivers demonstrate treatment integrity by
performing the intervention 3 times per week?
Research Design
This study utilized an experimental treatment/no-treatment control group, pre-post
test design. Pairs of preschool children within each school were matched on the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test-Ill (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) and then were randomly assigned to
groups. The matched pairs within schools and random assignment were used to help
minimize systematic variance within the two groups for a fair comparison of group
effects. The control group design was used to maximize the systematic variance between
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the two groups. This design was chosen in order to maximize systematic variance,
minimize error variance, and control extraneous systematic variance according to the
MaxMinCon principle (Kerlinger, 1992).
Independent Variable
The independent variable was a parent/caregiver implemented 8-week dialogic
reading intervention using alphabet books. Parents/caregivers were trained in a single
1-hour scripted session. During the session they received a primer on the preschool prereading skills of print awareness, the alphabetic principle, and phonological awareness,
watched the commercially available videotape Read Together, Talk Together (RTTT)
(Pearson Early Learning, 2004) showing adults how to read dialogically with children,
discussed the dialogic strategies, practiced dialogic prompts, and reviewed the
intervention materials. The session was scripted (see Appendix A for the script) in order
to enhance the chances that each group of parents received the same training and
information. Training sessions were offered at multiple times for each school, or
individually, in order to fit parent schedules. One participating school had a “year round”
schedule beginning in mid July while the other three schools had starting dates in mid
August. The parent training starting dates were staggered by one week for each school
starting in August to allow time for data collection in each school.
Participants were provided with materials including hard and soft-cover alphabet
books, a dialogic reading bookmark, activity sheets to use in each reading session
containing example questions, and a book reading sticker chart for keeping track of
reading sessions (see Appendixes B, C, and D for samples of each.) Parents were asked to
read one book each week, and to read it on three different days.
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Ongoing dialogic reading treatment integrity was monitored through reviewing
the weekly parent dialogic reading activity sheets (see Appendix C). The researcher
talked to parents either on the telephone or in person to answer any questions or provide
help with materials at least bi-weekly. When parents did not turn in their activity sheet at
the end of the week, they were contacted either in person or by telephone by the
researcher to see if they needed any assistance. Additional incentive for turning in
activity sheets was provided through a raffle in which each activity sheet earned one
raffle ticket for a $50.00 gift certificate to Target, conducted at the end of the study.
In the fourth week of the program, all parents were sent a letter telling them that
they were half-way through the program, reminding them what book they should be
reading, and reminding them to turn in any remaining activity sheets and their star chart
to the researcher. In the beginning of the fifth week all parents received the next four
books and new activity sheets, and a new star chart for tracking the last four weeks of the
program. The materials were collected and distributed in this manner to help promote
treatment integrity and to give the researcher a chance to address any difficulties with
paperwork or program implementation early on in the intervention. At the end of the
eighth week of the program, parents were contacted and reminded to turn in the star chart
and any remaining activity sheets. A final meeting was arranged during which the raffle
ticket winner was drawn from each school, and during which parents filled out a post¬
intervention satisfaction survey (see Appendix E for survey questions) and had a chance
to ask questions.
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Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted in the summer of 2006 at a year-round private
preschool affiliated with a local hospital, (see Appendix F for full description of the pilot
study).
School Recruitment
The recruitment goal for this study was sixty parents/caregivers of
preschool-aged children from middle-lower SES communities in Eastern Tennessee.
Recruiting began with an internet review of public and private preschools in the East
Tennessee area. The State of Tennessee Child Care Providers Map was utilized to
identify public preschools serving 13 or more children in a four county radius
(Tennessee, Official State Web Site). Only one county had a large enough school system
to support several large preschools.
Introductory telephone calls were made in the fall of 2005 to several
principals in one public school system housing four Title I elementary schools in East
Tennessee. The school-wide Title I designation of these schools indicated that they were
largely serving economically depressed, “at-risk” populations (Tennessee, Official Web
Site), the target population for this study. This population was chosen because of an
interest in providing non-invasive, preventive services to populations at-risk for reading
difficulty, and socioeconomic status is highly correlated with early and potential reading
difficulty (Adams, 1990; Hart & Risley, 1995; Kainz & Vemon-Feagons, 2007; Lyon,

2001).
All three principals approached indicated interest in participation. Each
preschool classroom held a maximum of 20 children. A letter describing the study and
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seeking approval was presented to the Curriculum Director along with a description of
the study and sample voluntary consent forms in the fall of 2005 (see Appendixes G and
H for letter contents and sample voluntary consent form). The Curriculum Director and
Director of Schools approved the study contingent on principal/teacher interest and
signatures on an approval form. The Curriculum Director reported there would be
potential to add a fourth classroom, dependent on a new funding initiative for preKindergarten education, provided by the State of Tennessee (Tennessee Official Web
Site). This funding was finalized in June 2006, and a fourth classroom was recruited to
the study.
Ultimately four principals agreed to approach their preschool teachers to
discuss participation, and approved the study, contingent on a starting date at the
beginning of the preschool year 2006.

Prior to summer break 2006, the researcher

contacted three teachers (the fourth classroom had not yet been added) and arranged a
face-to-face meeting to discuss parent recruitment strategies for the upcoming fall 2006
preschool semester. The preschool teachers agreed to have the researcher attend the first
preschool parent meeting, and set aside time during this initial meeting to tell parents
about the study, explain voluntary consent, and pass around a sign up sheet and voluntary
consent forms. Additionally, teachers mentioned the study in the introductory preschool
letter they sent to parents at the end of summer.
State and School Demographics
The state of Tennessee reports that 54.7% of students in the state are
economically disadvantaged (Tennessee Department of Education, State Report Card).
The four preschools that participated in this project were housed within schools identified
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as having student demographics of 52.2%, 59.7%, 83.0%, and 99.0% economically
disadvantaged (Tennessee Department of Education, School Report Card). According to
the U.S. Department of Education (2007a), 56% percent of fourth grade students in
Tennessee who were eligible for free school lunch were below the Basic level of
proficiency in reading. These data indicate that this project took place in a social context
where many of the students may experience future reading difficulty.
Participant Recruitment
Preschool screening was held in April 2006 to determine how many
children would attend which preschools. Screening for preschool placement consisted of
administration of the Bracken Basic Concept Scale -R (BBCS-R) (Bracken, 1998) and a
parent information form including medical history, family interests, and a home language
survey. Children/families had to live in the Title I school zone to be considered for
participation in a Title I preschool, and children determined to be the neediest based on
their screening information were prioritized for preschool placement.
All parents willing to participate in this project within the four preschools
were given the opportunity to do so. Of the 80 potential participants, informed consent to
participate was given by 36. Parents had additional opportunities to sign up for the study
after the initial preschool meeting. The researcher set up an information table for several
days outside of each preschool classroom, answering any questions parents had and
collecting informed consent forms. Several parents who did not participate indicated that
lack of time was the main factor in their decision not to participate. A “last chance to
participate’' letter was sent to all parents who had not signed up, just prior to data
collection, to make sure anyone who wanted to participate had the opportunity.
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Of the 36 parents who signed up, 4 dropped out of the study. One parent
moved to a school district without a Title I preschool. Two parents did not show up for
the initial parent training and attempts to reschedule at their convenience failed.

One

child refused to participate in pre-testing and after trying several different settings and
situations, including having the parent present for the pre-testing, the researcher
determined that too much time had passed for the child to begin the program even if pre¬
testing was successful. This parent/child dyad was given the option of coming to the
parent meeting/receiving materials as part of group II (control group) although the child
could not be considered part of the study without pretest scores. The overall result was a
40% participation rate in this free voluntary program.
All recruited parents were told that they would be assigned to either group
I, to begin the program at the beginning of preschool, or group II to begin the program
nine weeks later. Group II functioned as the control group, but parents received the same
opportunity for training and materials as Group I after post testing was completed.
Participant Characteristics
Before adult/child dyads were randomly assigned to treatment and control
groups, all adults participating in the study completed a 13-item questionnaire. The
results of the questionnaire are presented in Table 1. The questionnaire was not used for
treatment nor control group assignment, or for decision making about participants.
Many participants in the study were mothers, but a total of 29% fathers or
stepfathers were included either as participants or as primary intervention agents.

Forty

two percent of the participating parents had a high school degree only, 39% had
completed high school and some college or trade school, 13% had more than 4-year
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college degree, 3% had a 4-year college degree, and 3% had not finished high school.
Sixty five percent of participants were White, 29% were bi-racial or Black, and 6%
described themselves as American Indian or Black Indian. All participants reported
speaking English primarily, at home. One Fante Speaking student had recently moved
from Africa, but the family was speaking English at home.
Table 1
Parent Demographics Questionnaire Results
Question

Results

1. What is your relationship to the child?

61 % Mother
10% Mother + father
10% Grandmother
16% Father
3% Stepfather

2. How often do you or another family member

55% Almost Daily

read a book with your child?

39% 1-2 times per week
6% 1-2 times per month
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Table 1
Parent Demographics Questionnaire Results
Question

Results

3. Approximately how many books do you have in

35% said 40+

your home for your child's use?

29% said 21-40
26% said 11-20
10% said 3-10

4. Approximately how many alphabet books do you

58% said 3-10

have in your home for your child's use?

19% said 11-20
13% said 0-2
10% said 21-49

5. Approximately how many rhyming books do you

32% said 3-10

have in your home for your child's use?

16% said 11-20
16% said 0-2
13% said 21-40
3% said 40+
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Table 1
Parent Demographics Questionnaire Results
Question

Results

6. Have you read any of the following kinds of

100% Storybooks

books with your child in the last month?

71 % Alphabet books
68% Rhyming books
29% Factual books
35% Religious books

7. How often do you go to the library with your

84% Hardly Ever

child?

13% Once or twice per month
3% Once or twice per week
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Table 1__
Parent Demographics Questionnaire Results
Question

Results

8. How many hours a day are you out of your

45% More than 8 hours per day

home (at work or school)?

32% Four to 8 hours per day
13% Two to 4 hours
6% Less than 1 hour
3% One to 2 hours

9. How many years of schooling have you

42% High School degree only

completed?

39% Completed high school and some
college or trade school
13% More than 4 year college degree.
3% 4 year college degree
3% Did not finish high school
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Table 1
Parent Demographics Questionnaire Results
Question

Results

10. How well behaved is your preschool child?

52% Problems sometimes, generally
well behaved.
45% Very well behaved, hardly ever
any problems.
3% Frequent problems, not all of the
time.

11. Of the following list of racial and ethnic

65% White

categories, which do you consider your child to

16% Bi-racial (black/white)

be?

13% Black
3% Black Indian
3% American Indian

12. What language is usually spoken in your

100% English

home?

13. Is English your native language?

97% Native English
3% Fante
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Incentives
The only incentives offered for participation were the alphabet books, a
mix of hard and soft-covers, that children were allowed to keep when they participated in
the study, and the potential for one dyad from each school to win a $50.00 gift certificate
at the end of the study. The free books did appear to be an enticing incentive for many
parents.
Pretest Measures
The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-third Edition (PPVT-III) (Dunn &
Dunn, 1997) a receptive language development measure, was used for the purpose of
matching children based on verbal skills and as a correlate for socioeconomic status.
Since vocabulary development correlates highly with both cognitive ability and also with
socioeconomic status, the PPVT-III was used to create matched treatment and control
groups.
The PPVT is a quick to administer (approximately 12 minutes) standardized test
where the examiner shows the child four line drawings, asking the child to match the
picture to a vocabulary word by pointing. Forms A and B have good reliability and
validity for children aged 4-6 years old, with (.95) internal consistency and test-retest
reliability over (.90) for over a period of 1 month (Dunn & Dunn, 1997). The PPVT-III
is highly correlated (.82-.92) with the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Third
Edition (WISC-III, Wechsler, 1991) measures for verbal IQ and is therefore appropriate
to use as a proxy.
Children were matched within each school to control for school-based
differences, and were matched by standard score within quartiles. Whenever possible
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same sex children were matched. Two children joined the study late and were assigned
to treatment or control randomly, unmatched. Matched children were randomly assigned
to the treatment or the control group by writing numbers for each matched pair on a piece
of paper and having a family member sort each pair into two piles. The treatment group
turned out to have slightly lower scores on both the PPVT and on the Bracken Basic
Concept Scale as is shown in Table 2. Parents gave written consent for the researcher to
utilize both their preschool screening scores and their parent information forms collected
as part of preschool screening by the school system.
Table 2
Pretest and Preschool Screening Scores
Treatment

Control

Percentile Score

Percentile Score

37.7

38.8

30

32

Range

1-92

.3-86

Mean

33

39.7

Median

30

33.5

2-70

.3-95

PPVT
Mean
Median

BBCS

Range

73

Dependent Measures
To measure alphabetic understanding, knowledge of letter names was
assessed using both Curriculum Based Assessment (CBA) for letter naming accuracy,
and Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) for letter naming fluency. Children were
shown alphabet flashcards with all capital and a small letters. Instructions given to
children were modified from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
(DIBELS) (Good, Kaminski, Simmons & Kame’enui, 2001) standardized Letter Naming
Fluency directions to fit the flashcard format of this assessment, shown in Appendix I.
This accuracy measure was used in addition to the CBM measure of fluency because
accuracy is a lower level of proficiency than fluency (Howell & Nolet, 2000, p.56) and it
was not expected that preschool children would have acquired speed to be fluent yet with
letter names. The measure of interest for preschool children in this study was how many
letter names were known, pre and post intervention. A simple tally of number of letters
known was made for each child. Fluency was measured in the event that children had
enough mastery to show meaningful differences in fluency between the pre and posttest.
The Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) are a set
of standardized early reading measures for Initial Sound Fluency (ISF), Letter Naming
Fluency (LNF) and Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) (Good, Kaminski, Simmons,
& Kame’enui, 2001). They are individually administered, multiple form probes that take
1-3 minutes, and have been shown to be predictors of later reading success (Good,
Kaminski, Simmons & Kame enui, 2001). For this study, the ISF measure was most
appropriate for preschool children, as there is generally a floor effect for the other
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measures. In this measure of phonological awareness, a child is shown four pictures and
is asked, for example. This is kite, lips, refrigerator, and nose. Which picture begins
with /r/?

For the fourth picture the child must produce the initial sound of the orally

presented word to match the picture. For example, the examiner would say “what sound
does nose begin with” and the child would need to answer by making the Ini sound. Each
16-picture administration can result in a maximum earning of 16 points. All 16 pictures
are given, with items not answered within 5 seconds receiving a 0 score. The reliability
of one probe is (.65) while the reliability of five probes is (.90) (Kaminski & Good,
1998). For this study, the probes were given 3 times and the median was taken pre and
post.
The Individual Growth and Development Indicators (IGDI) (Early
Childhood Research Institute on Measuring Growth and Development, 1998) are
standardized measures similar to the DIBELS, which are utilized for measuring growth in
the pre-reading skills of preschool children. The most technically validated IGDI
measures, at this point, include probes for Alliteration, Rhyming, and Picture Naming
and are appropriate for children up to 5.5 years old. These measures may be particularly
relevant for children in preschool and at the beginning of kindergarten, when a “floor
effect” can be expected for DIBELS measures. The IGDI Alliteration and Rhyming
measures were used to measure growth in phonological awareness, and Picture Naming
was used to measure growth in expressive language.
The IGDI Alliteration fluency probe is a measure of phonemic awareness,
particularly of onset sounds, which requires a child to look at a series of picture cards and
identify which ones start with the same sound as a stimulus word, when prompted by the
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test administrator. This task takes 2 minutes to administer. Pilot testing of this measure
found high correlations with the Test of Phonological Awareness (r=.75), and also high
correlations with chronological age (r=.61) indicating sensitivity to growth over time
(McConnell, Priest, Davis, & McEvoy, 2002). This measure differs from the DIBELS
ISF probe because it provides the child with a sample word beginning with the targeted
sound and asks only that the child identify the picture starting with that same sound.
Unlike ISF, the child does not have to produce a sound orally. Additionally, the words
were chosen from a set of words typically known by preschool children (McConnell et.
al. 2002) and therefore may be appropriate for a younger or less advanced child.
I GDI Rhyming requires children to look at a series of pictures and to identify
which ones rhyme, and also takes two minutes. Like alliteration, this measure was
developed from words appropriate for preschool age children (McConnell et al., 2002).
Pilot tests found strong correlations with the Test of Phonological Awareness (r=.62) but
lower relationships with chronological age (r=.44) indicating that this measure might be
less sensitive to growth (McConnell et al, 2002). However, this measure is of value in
this project because it is a direct growth measure of a particular skill that preschool
children are expected to develop under the umbrella of phonological awareness.
!GDI Picture Naming is administered by showing a child color photographs or
line drawings of typically familiar objects, with children then asked to name the picture
as quickly as possible. This 1-minute fluency measure has been shown to have test-retest
reliability across 3 weeks of (r=.67) and alternate form reliability ranging from (.44-.78).
It correlates (r=.56 - .75) with the PPVT-III and (r=.63 -.79) with the Preschool Language
Scale. Validation studies have been conducted with typically developing children, with
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children in Head Start, and with children having disabilities and the measure has been
found to be sensitive for measuring preschool children's expressive language skill growth
due to correlations of (r=.41 - .61) between scores and chronological age (Missal &
McConnell, 2004).
To answer the fourth research question, asking whether parents can utilize
dialogic reading strategies to emphasize alphabetic or phonological skills, each treatment
parent was asked to audiotape a sample dialogic reading session and each control group
parent was asked to audiotape a typical reading session using the same alphabet book.
Sessions were coded by counting the number of times parents referenced letters or sounds
using dialogic questions, or asked general dialogic questions, (see Appendix J for coding
system).
The fifth research question regarding treatment integrity was answered by
comparing the number of parent-reported dialogic reading with alphabet book sessions,
written on two different forms, to a target goal of three readings per week on different
days.
Parent Satisfaction
Treatment acceptability was measured using a post treatment
questionnaire filled out by parents in the week following reading the last book of the
program with their child. The parent satisfaction questionnaire was divided into four
areas: satisfaction with the initial training, satisfaction with the eight week parentimplemented reading program, satisfaction with the materials, and satisfaction with the
results for their child. Additional space was left on the questionnaire for parents to write
open-ended comments (see Appendix E for the entire Parent Satisfaction Survey).
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Data Analysis
Child outcome data and parent implementation data related to research questions
1-5 were analyzed using nonparametric statistics. Because of the small sample size and
data screening showing that the data were not normally distributed, the assumptions of
parametric tests such as ANOVA and ANCOVA would be violated (Siegel & Castellan,
1988). Additional data screening using visual scatterplot analysis led to excluding the
data from two of 31 child participants, one from the control and one from the treatment
group, for a final N=29. These two children were determined to be outliers from the
general population of interest: one was just learning English and the other exhibited
behavior unduly effecting testing scores.
The Mann-Whitney U Test was applied to both child outcome and parent reading
behavior data. This test is appropriate for two independent samples with measurement
that is at least ordinal, and is used for looking at whether the samples are from the same
population and determining whether there are significant differences between them
(Siegel & Castellan 1988). All significance testing was done at the (.05) level except
when a measurement was considered one aspect of a larger construct. For example,
Letter Naming Fluency and Letter Naming Mastery were considered dual aspects of
alphabetic knowledge and significance testing was conducted at the (.025) level for each.
Initial Sound Fluency, Rhyming, and Alliteration were all considered aspects of
phonological awareness, and thus shared the (.05) level by being divided into (.0167)
level of significance each. The test was one-tailed because the research questions are
such that increases in targeted child skills lead to rejection of the null hypothesis. Parent
dialogic questions were analyzed in the same manner. Treatment integrity data was
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analyzed by comparing the percentage of parent treatment provided to the treatment goal,
descriptively.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Contents of Chapter
This chapter contains the results informing each research question.
Research questions one, two and three pertain to the influence of dialogic reading on the
skills of preschool children. Questions four and five pertain to how parents apply
dialogic reading to alphabet books, and treatment integrity. Additional descriptive data
from the post treatment parent questionnaire regarding the social validity (acceptability)
of the reading program are also presented in this chapter.
Preliminary Analyses
Before study recruitment began an a-priori power analysis was conducted
using GPower3 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). This power analysis
determined, using an estimated medium estimated effect size of (.5) and a power of (.7),
that a sample size of 50 participants per group would be needed to reduce the likelihood
of error if using parametric statistics. While the data collected were to be on a ratio scale
of measurement, it was clear that nonparametric statistics might need to be used in the
data analysis because the “real world’' nature of the research made a small sample size,
and also a non-normal distribution of obtained data, likely.
Data screening was conducted post-hoc to determine the appropriateness
of using parametric instead of nonparametric statistics. Because of the small final sample
size of 31 participants, and the significantly kurtotic and skewed shape of the data as can
be seen in the group difference scores presented in Table 3, use of nonparametric
statistics was deemed appropriate.
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Table 3
Distribution of Group Difference Scores for Child Outcome Measures
Treatment (n=14)

Control (n=l5)

DV

Skewness (SE)

Kurtosis (SE)

Skewness (SE)

Kurtosis (SE)

Initial Sound Fluency

1.647 (.6)

4.419(1.15)

.432 (.58)

-1.017(1.12)

Letter Naming Accuracy

.367 (.6)

.292 (1.15)

.853 (.58)

-1.166(1.12)

Letter Naming Fluency

.575 (.6)

-.744(1.15)

1.220 (.58)

-.181 (1.12)

Initial Sound Fluency

1.647 (.6)

4.419(1.15)

.432 (.58)

-1.017(1.12)

Alliteration

.195 (.6)

-.667(1.15)

.704 (.58)

1.035 (1.12)

Rhyming

1.290 (.6)

.457 (1.15)

2.288 (.58)

6.768 (1.12)

Picture Naming Fluency

-.075 (.6)

-.410(1.15)

.824 (.58)

-.734(1.12)

Note. Skewness refers to a nonsymmetrical distribution of scores bunched either in a
positive direction or in a negative direction with very few scores in the opposite direction.
Values over 1 can be considered significantly skewed, whereas values from -.5 to .5 are
not considered significantly skewed. In this distribution, the treatment group had
positively skewed data for ISF and Rhyming, and negatively skewed data for PNF. The
control group had positively skewed data for LNF and Rhyming. Kurtosis refers to the
degree of peakedness in the distribution of data with a positive number being more
peaked than normal and a negative number being flatter than normal. A normal
distribution has a value of zero (Vogt, 1999). The treatment group had negative values
for LNF, Alliteration, and Picture Naming Fluency and a positive value for ISF. The
control group had negative values for ISF, LNA, LNF, and PNF and a high positive value
for rhyming.

Data regarding parental use of dialogic prompts, collected through coding
of audiotapes, also failed to meet requirements for normal distribution (as can be seen in
Table 4) and therefore nonparametric statistical analysis was used to answer question
four.
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Table 4
Distribution of Data Representing Parent Prompts During ABC Book Reading
Treatment (n= 10)
Control (ft=10)
Skewness (SE)

Kurtosis (SE)

Skewness (SE)

Kurtosis (SE)

1.708 (.7)

3.517(1.33)

.841 (.7)

-.797(1.33)

General
.683 (.7)
Dialogic_

.003 (1.33)

2.320 (.7)

5.442(1.33)

Prompt Type
Letter / Sound

Note. See Table 1 note regarding skewness and kurtosis. Treatment group letter/sound
prompts were significantly positively skewed and positively kurtotic. Control group
general dialogic prompts are significantly positively skewed and kurtotic, while letter
sound prompts are negatively kurtotic indicating a flattened distribution.

Intervention Effects on Child Skills
The first research question examined whether parent/caregiver use of
dialogic reading using alphabet books with preschool children had a positive effect on
children s letter identification skills. The second research question focused on whether
the intervention had a positive effect on children’s phonological awareness skills. The
third research question considered whether the intervention had a positive effect on
expressive language development. Descriptive statistics including the mean and standard
deviation of difference scores on each measure for the treatment and control groups are
presented in Table 5, along with group comparisons using the Mann-Whitney U Test
(Siegel & Castellan, 1988).
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Table 5
Statistics for Child Outcome Measure Difference Scores
Group

Measure

Mean

(SD)

Median

U

Treatment
Control

LNA
LNA

11.43
7.33

8.99
9.59

12.5
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Exact
Significance
.1655

Treatment
Control

LNF
LNF

5
4.40

5.28
6.25

3.5

88.5

.2385

Treatment
Control

ISF
ISF

12.71
7.07

12.21
10.67

11.50
5.0

78

.126

Treatment
Control

Alliteration
Alliteration

.86
2.07

4.04
2.63

1.0
1.0

86

.85

Treatment
Control

Rhyme
Rhyme

1.50
1.20

2.53
2.83

.0
.0

98

.39

Treatment
Control

PNF
PNF

4.21
1.20

4.02
4.40

4.5

63.5

.035*

1

1

-1.

N=29
*(p.05)

Over the eight weeks of the intervention, children in the treatment group
gained an average 11 letters named during the untimed letter accuracy task, a gain of 1.4
letters per week. In comparison, the control group gained 7 letters or .91 letters per week.
The associated standard deviations, however, were 8.99 for the treatment group and 9.59
for the control group, indicating how much spread there was in the scores for both
groups. The range of raw difference scores for the treatment group was from -1 to 31,
with a median score of 12.5 while the range of raw difference scores for the control group
was from 0 to 24, with a median score of 1.
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On the Letter Naming Fluency task, children in the treatment group gained
an average 5 letters per minute (SD = 5.28), while the control group gained 4.4 letters per
minute (SD = 6.25). Again, the standard deviations indicate how much spread in scores
existed. The median difference score for children in the treatment group was 3.5, with a
range of individual difference scores from -2 to 15. The median difference score for
children in the control group was 1, with a range of individual difference scores from 0 to
17. Clearly, these scores demonstrate much variability in child growth for both groups of
children.
On the measure of Initial Sound Fluency (ISF), the treatment group mean
difference score was 12.71 (SD = 12.21). In other words, children in the treatment group
grew an average of 1.6 correct onset sounds per minute each week over the eight weeks
of the intervention. The median score was 11.5, with a range of individual difference
scores from -4 to 47. In comparison, the control group mean ISF score was 7.07 (SD =
10.67). The control group grew an average of .88 correct onset sounds per minute each
week. The median control group score was 5, with individual scores ranging from -9 to
24.
The treatment group mean difference score on the alliteration measure was
.86 (SD = 4.04), while the control group mean difference score on this measure was 2.07
(SD = 2.63). These scores represent the number of correctly named pictures starting with
the same initial sound in two minutes. The median score for both the treatment and
control group was 1, with treatment group individual scores ranging from
-5 to 8 and control group individual scores ranging from -1 to 7. This measure showed
clear floor effects with 62% of the children not passing the screening procedure and
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therefore receiving a 0 score at pretest, and 45% still not passing the screening procedure
at posttest.
On the Rhyming measure the score represents the number of rhyming
words identified in two minutes. The treatment group mean difference score was 1.5
(SD = 2.53) while the control group mean difference score was 1.2 (SD = 2.83). The
median score for both groups was 0 demonstrating that this measure also showed a clear
floor effect with this population. Fifty Nine Percent of the children did not pass the
screening procedure on pretest and 38% did not pass the screening procedure on posttest.
Table 6 contains treatment and control group dependent measure data
grouped by skill area to look at alphabet knowledge, phonological awareness, and
expressive language.
Table 6
Significance Testing for Research Questions One, Two, and Three
Skill Area

Measure(s)

Exact Significance

Alphabet
Knowledge

LNA
LNF

.4040

p>.025

Phonological
Awareness

ISF
Rhyme
Alliteration

1.366

p>.0167

Expressive
Language
N=29

PNF

.035*

p<.05

a

Child growth in alphabetic awareness, measured with pretest/posttest difference scores on
Letter Naming Fluency and Letter Naming Accuracy, was compared to an alpha level of
(.025) to avoid the experiment-wise error created by multiple comparisons. The exact
significance, (.4040) was greater than an alpha level set at (<.025) and therefore no
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significant difference was indicated between the control and treatment groups related to
their growth in alphabet knowledge. The same procedure was used for phonological
awareness: because three measures were utilized, the exact significance (1.366) was
compared to alpha level set at (<.0167). Again, the exact significance found was greater
than the significance level set indicating that there was no significant difference between
the two groups in their phonological awareness growth.
In summary, no statistically significant differences were found between the
treatment and the control group difference scores on the dependent measures of Letter
Naming Accuracy (LNA), Letter Naming Fluency (LNF), Initial Sound Fluency (ISF),
Alliteration, or Rhyming. Based on these results, the null hypothesis that there is no
diffeience between the two groups cannot be rejected for research questions one and two.
The I GDI Picture Naming Fluency (PNF) measure was administered following
the standardized protocol (Early Childhood Research Institute on Measuring Growth and
Development, 1998), as a measure for children’s growth in expressive. The treatment
group had a mean difference score of 4.21 (SD=4.022) while the control group had a
mean difference score of 1.2 (SD=4.394). In other words, the treatment group named a
slightly over four pictures more in one minute, while the control group named slightly
over one more additional picture, after eight weeks. The median difference score for the
treatment group was 4.5, with a range of individual scores from -3 to 11 and two scores
in the negative range. The median difference score for the control group was -1, with a
range of individual scores from -4 to 10, and nine scores in the negative range.
In contrast to the findings of no significant between group differences in the areas
of alphabet knowledge and phonological awareness, data analysis suggests that there

86

were significant group differences in the area of expressive language. Comparing the
exact significance for expressive language (.035) to a target alpha level (<.05) indicates
there was a significant difference between the treatment and control group growth on the
measure of Picture Naming Fluency, and that the hull hypothesis can be rejected for
research question number three. This finding is in line with the general trend of dialogic
reading studies to find an effect in this area.
In summary, both groups showed growth in the areas of alphabetic
awareness, phonological awareness, and expressive language, but significant differences
were found between the groups only in the area of expressive language.
Parent Implementation
Question four asked whether parents in the treatment group used more
dialogic reading techniques to ask questions than did the control group parents, and
whether the dialogic questions asked were related to letters or letter sounds more often
than those asked by the control group. Data were gathered by employing an event
recording system to code a sample audiotape provided by parents from each group. Sixty
four percent of parents provided audiotapes, with numbers evenly split between the
treatment and control groups. The three measures resulting from the event recording
were dialogic prompts related to letters (e.g. “what letter is that?”) dialogic prompts
related to sounds (e.g.” fox starts with the_sound”), and general dialogic prompts.
Out of all 31 participants, 28 parents/children audiotaped themselves at
home reading the Dr Seuss ABC Book (Geisel, 1991). Adults in the treatment group were
instructed to read the book using the dialogic reading techniques of the intervention.
Control group parents were instructed to read the book the way they typically would read

87

with their child. Fourteen parents in each group agreed to and provided audiotapes.
Seven tapes could not be coded due to technical difficulties — two parents read the wrong
book, and the other five tapes were inaudible or blank. One tape was not utilized because
the child’s data were taken out of the analysis due to her outlier status. A final total often
treatment and ten control group audiotapes were usable and were coded with an event
coding system created for this research, by the researcher. First, each dialogic CROWD
question was identified. If the CROWD question was about a letter name it was coded
with L. If the CROWD question was about a sound it was coded with S. General dialogic
questions were coded with G. The total numbers of each type of question were used for
comparison between groups.
The group mean and standard deviation for each type of prompt is
presented in Table 7. Parents in the treatment group asked an average of 46.7 (SD=33.2)
general
Table 7
Mean and Standard Deviation Data for Adult Prompts by Type of Prompt

Treatment (n= 10)

Control (n= 10)

Prompt Type Mean

(SD)

Letter

37.7

(21.7)

11

(11.99)

Sound

16.8

(31.6)

1.8

(5.3)

General

46.7

(33.2)

6.3

(11.92)

Mean

(SD)

dialogic questions, with a range of 6-111 questions asked during the sample storybook
reading. The median number of general dialogic questions asked was 40. In contrast, the
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control group asked an average of 6.3 (SD= 11.92) general dialogic questions with a
median of 0 and a range of 0 to 37. Parents in the treatment group asked an average of
16.8(SD—31.6) dialogic questions related to sounds, with a median of 3 and a range from
0 to 99 while the control group parents asked an average of 1.8 (SD= 5.3) dialogic sound
questions with a median of 0 and a range of 0 to 17.
The group median and range for dialogic letter, sound and general prompts
and totals are presented in Table 8.
Table 8
Median and Range for Adult Dialogic Prompts
Treatment («=10)

Control

(h=10)
Prompt Type

Median

Range

Median

Range

Letter

37.5

2-73

4

0-27

Sound

3

0-99.

0

0-17

General

40

6-111

0

0-37

With respect to dialogic letter prompts, the parents in the treatment group asked an
average of 37.7 (SD 21.7) questions with a median of 37.5. The number of dialogic letter
questions asked ranged from 2 to 73. Control group parents asked an average of 11
(SD 11.99) dialogic letter questions, with a median of 4 letter questions and a range of 0
to 27.
As is shown in Table 9, the Mann Whitney U test statistic showed a
significant difference (p<.05) between the treatment and control groups for general
dialogic prompts.
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Therefore the null hypothesis, that there is no difference between treatment and control
groups in asking dialogic questions, is rejected. Significance testing (p< .05) for dialogic
letter prompts also allows rejection of the null hypothesis that there is no difference
between treatment and control group parents asking dialogic letter questions. However,
the null hypothesis is not rejected for dialogic sound prompts, as the test statistic was not
significant (p> .05).
Table 9_
Significance Testing for Adult Prompts
Letter

Sound

General Dialogic

Mann-Whitney U

13.00

28.00

7.50

Exact Significance

.004*

.105

.00*

(1-tailed)
n=20
*(.05)
These data support an affirmative answer to research question four,
whether parents in the treatment group used more dialogic reading techniques to ask
questions than did the control group parents, by showing that treatment group parents
asked significantly more dialogic questions during their sample reading session than did
parents in the control group. These data show, also, that treatment group parents asked
significantly more dialogic questions related to letter names than control group parents.
Neither group of parents asked very many questions related to letter sounds and there
were no differences found between the groups in this area of questioning.
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Question five is whether treatment group parents met the target goal of
reading the alphabet books provided at least three times each week for the eight weeks of
the intervention. To answer this question, qualitative data were gathered from the eightweek star chart (see Appendix D tor star chart). As can be seen in Table 10 most parents
(80%) read alphabet books 24 or more times total over the eight weeks of the
intervention, indicating that they did read the books to their children at least three times
per week. (Individual charts were examined to make sure three readings occurred
weekly.)
Table 10
Number of Parent Reported Reading Sessions
24+

24

19

18

14

(>100%)

(100%)

(79%)

(75%)

(58%)

# Parents

9

3

1

1

1

% Parents

60%

20%

6.6%

6.6%

6.6%

n= 15
Sixty percent of the treatment parents/caregivers reported reading the books more than
three times per week. Twenty percent (three parents/adults) reported reading exactly
three times per week. Another 20% read less than three times per week. Of the 20% who
did not meet the goal, two parents read books more often than twice per week on average
and only one read less often than twice per week on average. This qualitative
information indicates that most (80%) parents participating in the treatment met, and
most exceeded, the goal for treatment integrity.
Treatment Acceptability
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Treatment acceptability was measured using a post-treatment
questionnaire filled out by parents. The parent satisfaction questionnaire was divided
into four areas: satisfaction with initial training, satisfaction with eight week program,
satisfaction with materials, and satisfaction with results.

Additional space was left on the

questionnaire for parents to write open-ended comments.
Parent responses regarding the one-hour training (see Table 11 for parent
satisfaction survey) demonstrated that parents felt like they knew how to use the dialogic
strategies after the training. All parents Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they were
satisfied with the amount of support and information provided in the initial training
session
Table 11
Parent Satisfaction with One Hour Training
Question
1- Information about early literacy skills

Results
100% Strongly Agree

was presented in a clear and understandable
manner

2. The videotape training adequately

100% Strongly Agree

demonstrated how to apply
PEER/CROWD strategies when reading
with my child

3. At the end of the meeting, I knew what

87% Strongly Agree

to do for the 8 weeks of the program

13% Agree
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Table 11
Parent Satisfaction with One Hour Training
Question

Results

4. I needed more examples and assistance

40% Strongly Disagree

with how to apply the strategies

20% Disagree
27% Neutral
13% Strongly Agree

5. I was satisfied with the amount of

87% Strongly Agree

support and information provided

13% Agree

6. I would have liked more information

53% Disagree
27% Neutral
20% Strongly Disagree

One potential area for improvement was that thirteen percent of the parents felt that they
needed more examples and assistance with how to apply the strategies. In contrast,
however, 60% specified that they did not feel they needed more examples or assistance
while 27% circled Neutral. This result would seem to reflect parents’ differing levels of
comfort and need for support. Overall, the parent questionnaire results indicate that
information to support implementation of a dialogic reading program can be presented
thoroughly and in a satisfactory manner in a one-hour session.

Satisfaction with the eight-week program itself was also high, with parents
generally circling Strongly Agree or Agree to most questions (see Table 12 for full
summary).
Table 12
Parent Satisfaction with Eight-Week Program
Question

Results

7. I was able to use Prompt, Evaluate,

60% Strongly Agree

Expand, Review (PEER) strategies with

40% Agree

my child

8. I was able to use the Completion, Recall,

53% Strongly Agree

Open-Ended, Wh, and Distancing

47% Agree

(CROWD) questions with my child

9. My child enjoyed the reading time

100% Strongly Agree

together

10. Did your child generally exhibit any

87% No

problematic behavior during your

6% blank (1 response)

reading time?

6% Easily Distracted (1 response)

Regarding satisfaction with the materials, including the alphabet books
provided (listed in Appendix L) most parents Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they did
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use the materials provided, including the sample questions, the daily activity sheets, and
the star chart (see Table 13 for full summary).
Table 13
Parent Satisfaction with Materials
1. I used the examples on the weekly

33% Strongly Agreed

Activity Sheets

60% Agreed
7% Neutral

2. The weekly Activity Sheets were easy

67% Strongly Agreed

to fill out

33% Agreed

3. The Activity Sheets were helpful

73% Strongly Agreed
27% Agreed

4. I used the sample questions provided

60% Strongly Agreed
27% Agreed
7% Neutral
7% Disagreed

5. My child and I put a star on the Reading

87% Strongly Agreed

Star Chart each time we read

13% Agreed
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Table 13__
Parent Satisfaction with Materials

7. I liked the books provided

100% Strongly Agreed

8. What part of the program did you/your

73% Reading Time Together

child like the best? (Open Ended: More

20% Time Together

than one answer per participant.)

13% Child Enjoyed Telling Stories Back
7% Child liked Star Chart
7% Child Liked Recording a Reading
Session

9. What part of the program did you/your

13% Parents did not like being taped

child like the least?(Open Ended: More

recorded.

than one answer per participant.)

20% Children had trouble sitting still
6%( 1 child) did not like repetitive reading.
6%(1 child) did not like Black and White
Rabbit ABC Book
6% had trouble finding the time to read
33% left question blank

Questions regarding the use of materials were based on an assumption that
parents would not use the materials if they did not find them useful. Visual inspection of
materials weekly and at the end of the program supported a high degree of utilization
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throughout the eight weeks of the intervention. The researcher created the star chart as a
motivator for children coupled with a way to reinforce treatment integrity. Based on the
positive child and adult responses to this detail, the addition of the star chart to a dialogic
reading program would be recommended for future implementation. The least favored
part of the program for parents was audiotape recording a reading session, but
anecdotally many of the children loved this activity and wanted to listen to the tape
recording of their reading sessions several times. All parents reported that both they and
their children liked the books provided. This finding shows that the genre of books
utilized with a dialogic reading program can be changed from narrative storybooks to
alphabet books while maintaining a high degree of adult and child enjoyment.
The last section of the questionnaire asked parents about their perceptions
of what their children learned during the program (see Table 14 for full results).
Table 14
Parent Satisfaction with Results

1. My child learned more letter names

60% Strongly Agreed

from this program

27% Agreed
13% Neutral

2. My child learned more letter sounds

60% Strongly Agreed

from this program

27% Agreed
13% Neutral

Table 14
Parent Satisfaction with Results

3. My child is better able to hear the first

33% Strongly Agreed

sounds in words than when we started the

53% Agreed

program

13% Neutral

4. My child learned important skills from

60% Strongly Agreed

reading the alphabet books

27% Agreed
7% Neutral
7% Disagreed

5. The PEER/CROWD strategies helped

73% Strongly Agreed

me read the alphabet books in a more

27% Agreed

beneficial way

6. The amount of time I spent reading with

47% Significantly More

my child in the last 8 weeks, compared to

47% Slightly More

before the program

7% About the Same
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Table 14
Parent Satisfaction with Results

7.1 would recommend this program to

87% Strongly Agree

other parents of preschool children

13% Agree

8. What could be done to improve this

47% No Improvement Necessary

program?

27% parents left the question blank
See Appendix

K written comments

Eighty seven percent of parents agreed or strongly agreed that their child
learned more letters, letter sounds, and initial sounds from participating in the
intervention, in contrast with the statistical finding that there were no differences between
the treatment and control groups on these measures. Most parents felt their child learned
important skills from the program, but one parent (7%) circled Disagree. All parents felt
that the dialogic PEER and CROWD strategies helped them to read books in a more
beneficial way with their children, and 94% reported spending either Slightly More or
Significantly More time reading with their child during the 8 week program. All parents
either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they would recommend the program to other
parents. Many parents told the researcher that they planned to continue using the
techniques after the program was over, which indicates the possibility that the dialogic
intervention strategies will be generalized to other reading sessions and settings.
In summary, parents' written comments as well as in-person comments
made directly to the researcher support a high level of satisfaction with the program
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evident in the satisfaction questionnaire (see Appendix K for all written comments).
While overall parents did not feel they needed more support, two parents would have
liked more frequent group meetings. Some individual assistance was offered to any
parents who wanted it in the form of meeting extra times with the researcher to practice
the strategies, additional opportunities to view the Read Together, Talk Together
(Pearson Early Learning, 2004) videotape, and telephone conversations to answer
questions or give directions. Two parents borrowed the audiotape to watch again and in
one of these cases an older sibling who watched the tape began dialogic reading with the
preschool child. Two parents scheduled individual meetings with the researcher to
review the procedures in the second week of the program when they were confused about
how frequently to read the books and which ones to read. Several parents asked
questions on the telephone during check-in calls, but these questions were most often
about paperwork or study protocols rather than about dialogic reading itself. The
feedback received shows that changing the genre of books from picture books to alphabet
books did not have a negative impact on parent or child enjoyment of dialogic reading.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Chapter Overview
This discussion will begin with an examination of the results of this study
related to each research question in the context of related, published studies. A discussion
of the limitations of this research, suggestions for future directions, implications for
school psychology, and final conclusions will follow.
Research Question One
Does parent/caregiver dialogic reading with alphabet books have an
effect on preschool children’s letter identification skills? In this study, children s
letter identification skills were measured two ways. First, the DIBELS Letter Naming
Fluency standardized protocol was modified in that each letter was individually printed
on a flash card, and the standardized directions were reworded to reflect this change.
Flashcards were used to isolate each symbol, in order to make the task more appropriate
for early preschool aged children. Children were asked to name each letter as it was
presented and the examiner noted when 1 minute had passed but then continued showing
all flashcards until the child had an opportunity to name any known capital or small
letters. This untimed form of letter identification measurement (when the examiner
continued showing flashcards past the 1 minute timeframe and noted how many letters
the child knew total) was used in order to capture the developing knowledge of a child
just acquiring letter awareness, who might demonstrate increased accuracy with capital
and small letter names (Howell & Nolet, 2000).
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No statistically significant differences were found between the treatment
and the control group difference scores on either the Letter Naming Fluency or the Letter
Naming Accuracy variables. These results indicate that parent use of dialogic reading
using alphabet books had no significant effect on children's letter identification skills. As
a group children in both the treatment and in the control groups did demonstrate growth
on these measures, most likely as a result of school and/or other home-based activities
outside of dialogic reading.
Parents commonly are advised to read alphabet books with their preschool
children to improve pre-reading skills such as letter awareness, (e.g. Armbruster, 2003,
p.23; Hall & Moats, 1999; RMC Research Corp). It is therefore surprising that the
outcome of this study - parents reading alphabet books dialogically did not significantly
improve letter identification skills in preschool children - is virtually unchallenged by
other research on the effects of reading alphabet books with preschool children
(Brabham, Murray, & Bowden, 2006; van Kleeck, Stahl, & Bauer, 2003). Discussing
the role of alphabet books in teaching children the alphabet, Steven Stahl writes “...it
seems clear that children do gain alphabetic insight through interactions with alphabet
books.” (van Kleeck, Stahl & Bauer, 2003, p.371). This statement of clarity is not
supported by research: the few experimental studies that have been conducted using
alphabet books as part of an intervention with preschool children do not use parents as
intervention agents, do not use acceptably rigorous experimental designs, or do not
directly measure alphabetic awareness. (Brabham, Murray, & Bowden, 2006; van
Kleeck, Stahl,& Bauer, 2003, p.303) The most frequently referenced series of alphabet
book studies that have utilized parents as intervention agents (Smolkin & Yaden, 1992;
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Yaden, Smolkin, & MacGillivray, 1993; Smolkin, Yaden, Brown & Hofius, 1992) are so
constructivist in nature that they defy quantitative interpretation or application.
The study under discussion does not indicate that advising parents to read
alphabet books with their children is likely to have the intended effects on alphabetic
insight. Intuitively it makes sense that reading books containing letters with clues about
corresponding letter sounds would promote child growth in letter name knowledge and
letter-sound correspondence. However, this study leads the way for critical questions
regarding exactly how many opportunities to practice identifying letter names is provided
by reading alphabet books with children, especially when compared with a direct lesson
providing numerous opportunities for practice and corrective feedback. Child responses
and corrective feedback given by parents were not measured in this study. On the other
hand, it also seems plausible that the children in this study - who were in the first weeks
of preschool - benefited through a priming effect that was not measurable in such a short
duration study, and that they will learn letter names and sounds more quickly than they
otherwise would have because of this early exposure at home.
In one of the only experimental studies available examining letter
knowledge and phonological awareness growth in preschool children in response to
adults reading alphabet books, Murray, Stahl, & Ivey (1996) assigned three preschool
classrooms to different treatment conditions implemented by the teacher: a conventional
alphabet book group, a letter name only alphabet book group, and a storybook group.
They found significant group-level growth for all three participating preschool groups in
the areas of letter knowledge and phoneme awareness. The study did not determine a
significant difference for the children read alphabet books on the alphabetic awareness
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measuie. Nevertheless, the authors do conclude that

this simple treatment had a

measurable effect with this population suggests strongly that alphabet book reading might
be an important factor in the development of phoneme awareness, one which has not
been previously identified (Murray, Stahl, & Ivey, 1996, p.318). The current study has a
similar in finding to Murray, Stahl & Ivey (1996), however, it is clear that growth across
both the treatment and control groups on early literacy measures is more realistically
attributable to learning that took place at school. Murray, Stahl & Ivey’s (1996) study is
subject to even more limitations than is the study under discussion, since they did not
utilize a control group.
A series of studies by Justice and Ezell ( 2000, 2002, 2004) demonstrated
that parents and Head Start teachers could be taught in one training session to increase
their “print referencing" behaviors during both group and individual readings of
children s storybooks. They found that when parents learned and then utilized five print
referencing behaviors, which included asking questions and making comments about
print, preschool children showed significantly increased gain scores in the areas of words
in print, word segmentation, and print concepts compared with children whose parents
did not utilize print referencing behaviors (Justice & Ezell, 2000). Group differences
were not found in children’s alphabet knowledge or print recognition. Parents were not
specifically instructed to ask questions about letters or to emphasize word recognition, so
any group differences would have been due to indirect influences, rather than to direct
influences. Many of the behaviors parents were asked to perform in the dialogic reading
with alphabet books study under discussion in this paper parallel those taught to parents
in Justice and Ezell’s research.
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The two studies diverge in the child skills measured because this study
was specifically designed to determine if there were differences related to the early
literacy skills known to be most highly correlated with later reading success.
Nevertheless, similar to Justice and Ezell’s findings, children did not show significant
growth in their letter knowledge. Dialogic reading with alphabet books would seem to be
even more likely to directly promote letter name knowledge than would generally asking
parents to reference print using typical books, but apparently it was not direct enough.
Research Question Two

Does parent/caregiver-implemented dialogic reading with alphabet
books have an effect on preschool children’s phonological awareness skills?

In this

study, phonological awareness skills were measured using DIBELS Initial Sound Fluency
(Good & Kaminski, 2002), IGDI Alliteration(Early Childhood Research Institute on
Measuring Growth and Development, 1998), and IGDI Rhyming (Early Childhood
Research Institute on Measuring Growth and Development, 1998) measures, following
the standardized administration protocols.
Significance testing of group results, conducted using the Mann-Whitnev
U Test (Siegel & Castellan, 1988), found no statistically significant differences between
the treatment and the control group difference scores for ISF, Alliteration, or Rhyming.
Thus it appears that dialogic reading with alphabet books did not have an effect on
children s phonological awareness skills as measured by these dependent measures. As
occurred in the measures for Alphabetic Awareness, children in both groups did
demonstrate growth from pretest to posttest on the measures, but there was not a
significant difference between the treatment and the control groups.
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Some problems with two of the IGDI measures. Alliteration and Rhyming,
make interpretation of these data more difficult.

The Alliteration measure showed floor

effects in which 62% of the children did not pass the screening procedure at pretest and
45% still did not pass the screening procedure at posttest. The IGDI Rhyming measure
demonstrated similar floor effects, with both groups having a median difference score of
zero. While both of these measures are designed to be used with children between the
ages of three and five years old (Early Childhood Research Institute on Measuring
Growth and Development, 1998), they were generally too difficult for the children in this
sample at this early point in the preschool year.
What little evidence exists related to phonological awareness in a
synthesis of research on dialogic reading (Cutspec, 2006) with 4 and 5 year-old children
supports the general conclusion that DR, whether implemented by caregivers, teachers, or
parents, is not found to specifically improve preschool children’s phonemic awareness
skills. Of eleven studies reviewed, three measured some aspect of phonological or
phonemic awareness skills. Two Head Start-based studies (Whitehurst, Epstein, Angell
et al., 1994;Whitehurst, Zevenbergen, Crone et ah, 1999) utilized the Developing Skills
Checklist (DSC) (CTB, 1990) with subtests that include knowledge of letters, sounds,
and letter-sound connections. The two Head Start studies did find significant differences
on these subtests for children in Head Start who participated in the dialogic reading
intervention at school. However, the dialogic reading intervention was packaged with the
Sound Foundations (Byrne & Fielding-Bamsley, 1991) program, which is specifically
designed to teach phonemic awareness and letter-sound correspondences. As a result the
effects of the two programs are inseparable in this study. It appears likely that any effect
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on letters, sounds, and letter-sound connections is more likely to be due to the Sound
Foundations program than to dialogic reading, and this likeliness is supported by the
current research under discussion.
The present results of dialogic reading on phonological awareness differ
slightly from what Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer & Samwel (1999) found when
they examined the effectiveness of dialogic reading and typical shared reading compared
to a no treatment control group. Lonigan et al. (1999) measured the oral language and
phonological sensitivity of preschool children from low-income families. Volunteers
rather than parents implemented the intervention. In contrast to the current study of
dialogic reading with alphabet books under discussion, where no differences between
groups on a measure of alliteration were found, Lonigan et al. al. (1999) found a
difference (a medium effect size was reported) between groups on a measure of
alliteration oddity. The measure used by Lonigan et al. al. (1999) was an alliteration
oddity task requiring children to identify the word that starts differently than the others,
while the alliteration task used in the study of dialogic reading with alphabet books
measured a child’s ability to identify words starting with the same sound. The different
findings between this study and Lonigan et al. (1999) could be due to differences in the
task demands of identifying similar initial sounds compared to identifying different initial
sounds, could be population differences, or could be measurement related error. The
reported reliability of the measures is similarly low (.46) for IGDI alliteration, (.44) for
Alliteration Oddity). Both studies found no differences between groups on a measure of
rhyming. Both studies found greater expressive language development for children in the
dialogic reading condition. No differences were found in either study on a measure of
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initial sound identification, although children in both studies showed growth on these
measures across groups.
In another study of parent implemented dialogic reading that measured
preschool early literacy development Chow & McBride-Chang (2003) conducted an 8week program with Chinese preschool children. The study utilized a no treatment control
group, a translated version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, and as a dependent
measure the Preschool and Primary Chinese Literacy Scale, PPCLS. Chow & McBrideChang (2003) found that children in the dialogic reading condition had significantly
higher scores on the early literacy measure (PPCLS) and on the language development
measure (PPVT-III). The authors reported a medium effect size of (.47) for the PPCLS.
The authors posit that the dialogic reading intervention worked to affect early literacy
skills by turning book reading into both an implicit as well as an explicit interaction
related to early literacy skills. Implicit instruction has been found to be effective for
increasing children’s language development, whereas explicit instruction has been found
to work better for children’s specific skill development such as alphabetic and
phonological awareness (Byrne & Fielding-Bamsley, 1989; Cunningham, 1990). While
the Chow & McBride-Chang (2003) study indicates that dialogic reading has meaningful
applications cross-culturally, the Chinese early literacy measures are specific to the
unique aspects of Chinese literacy development and are not necessarily parallel with
measures of English Language early literacy or phonological awareness.
The genre of books utilized by Chow & McBride-Chang (2003) is not
reported, and it would be interesting to know if the books used were typical narrative
storybooks, or if they contained print-salient features. Nevertheless, Chow & McBride-

109

Chang (2003) found indications that dialogic reading can effect both language
development and early literacy development compared with the present study finding
only effects on language development.

The differences in these findings could be due to

differences in the demands of learning to read Cantonese, or due to cultural differences in
parent-child interactions, or even due to power differences between the two studies since
Chow & McBride-Chang had 86 participants. Additionally, the children in McBrideChang’s (2003) study were approximately one year older than the children in the current
study and the authors may have avoided the floor effects experienced with early
preschool measurement in the study under discussion.
In a longitudinal follow-up study of using dialogic reading as part of a
package intervention with Head Start preschool children, Whitehurst, Zevenbergen et
al.(1999) conclude that “.. .a preschool or kindergarten curriculum focused on more
traditional reading readiness skills such as letter recognition and letter-sound matching,
rather than on broader emergent literacy skills evolving from sustained interaction with
picture books, might pay greater dividends in early literacy outcomes” (p. 269). This
conclusion is supported by the authors’ research findings that dialogic reading has a
primary effect on oral language development rather than on what they call traditional
reading readiness skills. In an earlier article, Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) conclude
that “ most existing studies do not support a direct link between shared reading and
growth in phonological skills” (282). The present study under discussion supports these
statements by providing additional data indicating that dialogic reading, even when
bolstered by using materials that have an emphasis on letters and sounds and teaching
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parents to ask questions related to letters and sounds generally, may not directly affect
children’s phonological skills.
In summary, by utilizing alphabet books within a parent implemented
dialogic reading intervention this research attempted to increase children's understanding
of the alphabetic principle through directly telling parents to discuss initial sounds, letter
sounds, and the sounds in words during dialogic reading of alphabet books.

The

hypothesis was that this might prove to be direct enough to impact phonological
awareness, and that if it was not, it would still be a worthy addition to the literature on
dialogic reading since there are no studies of how changing book genre within dialogic
reading changes the effectiveness of the intervention (Zevenbergen & Whitehurst, 2003).
The outcomes of the present study are generally similar to other studies of dialogic
reading finding the most measurable effects on children's oral language skills, and not
finding measurable differences in phonological awareness or alphabetic skills.
Research Question Three

Does parent/caregiver dialogic reading with alphabet books have an effect
on preschool children’s expressive language development? Dialogic reading using
alphabet books did have an effect on children’s expressive language growth and a
significant (P<.05) difference was found between the treatment and control group
difference scores. This finding supports and is supported by other dialogic reading
studies showing significant effects on language development skills and specifically on
expressive language development, across various populations of children including lower
socioeconomic status populations and children with poor expressive language skills
(Arnold, Lonigan, Whitehurst & Epstein 1994; Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan,
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Anthony, Bloomfield et al., 1999; Whitehurst, Falco, Lonigan, Fischel et. al., 1988;
Whitehurst, Epstein, Angell et al., 1994). What is interesting and different about this
finding of the current study is that dialogic reading still had an influence on expressive
language skills, when used with a genre of children's books novel to the typical
administration of dialogic reading.
Analysis of the individual difference score data for PNF showed that some
children in both the treatment and control groups had decreased scores from pre-test to
post-test. Unlike the measures used for rhyming and alliteration, where many children
did not get past the screening protocol and therefore scored zero on the test, children were
not at a floor level on this measure - many simply had decreased posttest scores. Causes
for these decreased scores are merely speculative: there could have been a difference in
administration of the post-test despite that the same researcher gave the test both times
and was careful to follow the standardized protocol. It seems possible that some children
were simply more hesitant to express themselves than they had been earlier in the school
year.
Research Question Four

Do treatment group parents/caregivers ask dialogic questions related to
letters, letter sounds, or general dialogic questions more often than the control
group? Data analysis showed that there was a significant difference (p<.05) between the
treatment and control groups in dialogic questions related to letters and general dialogic
questions, but no difference for dialogic questions related to sounds. Overall, audiotapes
indicated that very few questions were asked by any of the parents regarding the sounds
of letters, or related to the sounds in words. This could indicate that parents might need
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more support to ask such questions comfortably during alphabet book reading. It is also
possible that parents perceived their children as not ready for such questions. Parents in
the treatment group had been advised by the researcher to talk about letter names and to
move on to sounds only once the child was familiar with letter names. Some examples
from audiotapes of parents in the treatment group indicated that parents may use
expansions to comment on letter sounds, but children were rarely asked to produce or
repeat a letter sound during the readings. As a result children did not acquire direct
experience with making the individual sounds in words or with making the sounds
represented by given letters.
Another possible confounding factor for parents in discussing sounds
could have been that the alphabet books utilized did not exclusively use examples of the
most common sounds of letters. Books were chosen based on consistency in letter-sound
presentation, but the researcher did find that most children’s alphabet books included
some example words with less common letter sounds. For example, in the Dr. Seuss’s

ABC (Geisel, 1991) words beginning with C are camel and ceiling - presenting two
different sounds for the letter C that could be particularly confusing to children. Given
more training time parents could have been assisted with using direct instructional
techniques to prevent confusion when letters make many sounds. For example, they
could say something like “Some letters make more than one sound. The letter C can
make both the Dd and the /s/ sound.” Parents were not given this instruction in order to
simplify the short training session.
In the one hour training, parents were reminded to make sure to ask
questions the child had the information to answer, or to tell the child the answer and then
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have the child repeat it back. However, when asking questions about letter sounds some
parents did not appear to do this. For example, in some audiotapes parents had not
demonstrated the letter-sound correspondence for their child first but asked a question
like what sound does T make?

Instead of telling the answer and then having the child

repeat it, as the Prompt, Evaluate, Expand, Repeat (PEER) sequence of dialogic reading
would suggest, some parents would repeatedly re-ask the question as the child tried
different (incorrect) answers. This indicates that parents might have benefited from more
support/assistance in applying the rest of the PEER sequence, specifically with expanding
and having the child repeat related to letter sounds. Previous research has similarly found
that parents are able to learn and apply DR after short training sessions. The present study
further indicates that parents were able to apply the prompting strategies to a different
genre of children’s books than has been explored before, and that they were able to utilize
the different types of prompts to focus the discussion on letters of the alphabet.
This study contributes to a body of research showing that adult-child book
reading behavior is malleable and that changes in adult reading behavior can occur after
brief video trainings or short training sessions for a variety of purposes. Parents have
been able to increase the print focus of reading sessions (Ezell & Justice, 2000); make
reading sessions more frequent and more interactive (Taveme & Sheridan, 1995);
increase commenting in order to relate reading to children’s lives (Hockenberger,
Goldstein & Haas, 1999); and increase the rate of asking different types of questions
instead of straight reading or yes/no questions (Arnold, Lonigan, Whitehurst and
Epstein, 1994; Whitehurst, Falco, Lonigan et al..,1988). The current study indicates that
parents learned to increase their use of dialogic reading techniques, shown by their
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utilization of CROWD questions, in response to a one-hour training session with the
Read Together Talk Together videotape (Pearson Early Learning, 2004). The audiotape
data presented support the other information gathered via sticker charts and activity
sheets, showing that parents applied the intervention with a high degree of integrity. This
is important especially in light of the other findings of the study: treatment integrity
appears to be good for the use of the strategies, yet the intervention was only
differentially effective for expressive language skills, not for phonological or alphabetic
awareness.
Research Question Five
Do treatment group parents demonstrate treatment integrity by reading the
alphabet books provided at least three times each week for the eight weeks of the
intervention? Based on two forms of parent-reported treatment integrity, eighty percent
of the parents participating in the program provided the intervention to their children as
recommended: at least three times (on three different days) per week, with many (60%)
of these parents reading the books and using the strategies more than three times. Only
one parent (6%) provided the program less than twice per week.
It is important to note this level of implementation was achieved with
significant effort and support provided to parents. Parents who did not turn in a weekly
activity sheet indicating that they had read the book that week received a telephone call
(if they were not seen in person at school) from the researcher, who would state “Hello
_this is Heather Halsey. I did not receive your activity sheet this week, and wanted
to find out how things are going...” If parents did not volunteer the information, they
were directly asked if they had been able to read the book, which one they were reading.
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and if they were able to use PEER ad CROWD strategies. Parents were then reminded to
send the activity sheet back to school the following week. Frequently calls were made
but parents were unavailable, and activity sheets were turned in the following week.
Three parents did not routinely turn in the activity sheets and received weekly check-ins
frequently. One telephone conversation after the first week of the program revealed that
the parent thought she was supposed to read all of the books, three times each, in the first
week of the intervention. This parent met face to face with the researcher to review the
program materials. In another early call the parent wanted to know what was wrong
because her child had not learned the names and sounds of all the letters yet.. .in the
second week of the program. The researcher reassured her that her child would be
learning letters and letter names during the whole year, both at home and at school.
Regular follow-up was a necessary part of this research and most likely influenced parent
implementation in ways that would not be typical for a take- home program.
Parent Satisfaction
Post intervention responses to the parent satisfaction questionnaire
indicated a high degree of satisfaction with the program within each of the four areas
queried - initial meeting, 8-week intervention, materials, and child outcomes.
The parent satisfaction questionnaire answers show that parents were
highly satisfied with what they learned in the one-hour session. This does not mean a one
hour session would be sufficient to support parents: had parents received a one-hour
training and then no further assistance for the next eight weeks, it is likely they would not
have been as satisfied with the information they received initially.
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All parents reported that both they and their children liked the books and
materials provided. This finding shows that the genre of books utilized with a dialogic
reading program can be changed from narrative storybooks to alphabet books while
maintaining a high degree of adult and child enjoyment.
Regarding implementation of the eight-week program itself, all parents
reported that they were able to use Completion, Recall, Open-Ended, Wh and Distancing
(CROWD) prompts with their child when reading alphabet books. Parents did not report
difficulty with any specific types of questions in the comments section, but it seems
probable that some types of questions may have been easier to ask related to alphabet
books than others based simply on the frequency with which these categories of
questioning were utilized. For example, one could guess that fewer distancing questions
were asked because it is more difficult to ask distancing questions (in which a child is
asked to relate something in the book to something in his/her own life) related to the
alphabet than it is to have a children fill in a letter or sound by leaving a pause. This
level of detail was not examined in the current study.
A few parents reported that they did experience some problematic child
behavior described as child difficulty sitting still and listening. It is possible that these
parents could have benefited from more behavioral support, and this is an area where
future studies could examine the importance of providing low-level behavioral support to
parents who report that their children are inattentive during dialogic reading sessions.
Parents were highly satisfied with the effect of the program on their
children’s skills. Most Agreed or Strongly agreed that their child learned more letters,
letter sounds, and initial sounds from participating in the intervention. A possible
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explanation for this, given that there were no differences found between the treatment and
control group, is that parents in the treatment group had an opportunity to watch their
child s developing skills through the lens of reading alphabet books, but the skills were
actually being developed through at-school learning. This leads one to wonder whether
the control group parents would attribute their children’s learning to at-school activities,
in contrast. It would be interesting to know if parents who participated in dialogic
reading with alphabet books felt differentially responsible for their children’s learning.
All of the participants agreed or strongly agreed that the PEER and
CROWD strategies helped them read the ABC books in a more beneficial way, which
indicates the possibility that the dialogic intervention strategies will be generalized to
other reading sessions. This is another area where future research could focus, and it
would be particularly interesting to know whether parents use the dialogic strategies in
other settings than parent-child reading sessions.
More than 90% of the parents indicated that they spent either slightly more
or significantly more time during the intervention reading with their child than they had
done before. Had parents been unable to apply the intervention with a high level of
treatment integrity it would have been useful to know if the program required
significantly more reading time than they had already been providing. It appears from
parents responses that while the program did increase the amount of adult-child reading
that took place during the 8 weeks of the intervention, reading at least 3 times per week
was within the reach of most parents in the study.
In summary, the high degree of parent satisfaction found in this study has
also been found in other dialogic reading research (Blom-Hoffman, O’Neil-Pirozzi, &
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Cutting, 2006; Chow & McBride-Chang, 2003; Dale, Craine-Thoreson, Notari-Syverson,
& Cole, 1996; Taveme &Sheridan, 1995). This study supports dialogic reading as
program likely to be embraced by both parents and children.

Study Limitations
This study had numerous limitations. The small sample size limited the
ability to find differences between groups if they did exist. Despite having matched
children within quartile based on their starting oral language skills measured by the
PPVT in order to equalize the treatment and control groups, there were between group
differences on the pretest measures that were dealt with by using gain scores. There was
only one researcher administering all of the assessments: Because the researcher was not
blind to who was in the treatment and who was in the control group there was increased
possibility of bias in the pre and post-test assessments.
Limitations related to the measurement of treatment integrity in this study
included that all measures were self-reported by parents/caretakers. The weekly activity
sheets served as a reminder to use all of the dialogic techniques including only simple
Yes/No questions regarding whether parents felt they were able to ask the different types
of questions and use PEER techniques. Treatment integrity was measured through parent
reported number of times the intervention was provided per week, through parent
reported use of dialogic prompts, and by coding one sample audiotape for use of
CROWD prompts: the entire Prompt, Evaluate, Expand, Repeat (PEER) sequence was
not evaluated related to treatment integrity. It is possible that parents asked dialogic
prompts but did not follow the rest of the dialogic reading protocol and this would have
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decreased children’s opportunities to respond and practice with scaffolded assistance.
Another limitation is that the audiotapes were not provided by all of the parents and the
usable tapes that were collected, were coded by only one researcher. While the
audiotapes were coded blind to group status to decrease bias, no intercoder reliability for
the coding system was able to be established due to resource limitations of the researcher.
Another possible limitation of the audiotape coding was that parents in the control group
may have been reading the book for the first time when they audiotaped themselves,
whereas the treatment group parents had already read the book previously. This could
have accounted for some of the differences in how the book was read since some research
has shown that parents read and children respond to a familiar book differently than an
unfamiliar book (Goodsitt et al.,1988; van Kleeck et al., 1997; van Kleeck, 2003).
The study was designed to utilize a pre-post test format to measure
children’s skills. The IGDI and DIBELS measures used are designed to measure
children’s growth in critical reading-related precursor skills over time, and are most
effective when administered multiple times to show a trend of growth (McConnell et al.,
2002; Good & Kaminski, 2002). A study measuring children’s growth weekly over a
longer period of time might have had more ability to detect differences in growth,
especially because of the notorious instability of preschool children’s performance
(Rathvon, 2004). Another related weakness of this study is that it did not continue
longitudinally. A study by Burgess (1997) found that shared reading in middle to upper
socioeconomic status families explained nine percent of growth in phonological
awareness once age, oral language development, and beginning levels of phonological
awareness were accounted for. Burgess discussed the idea of shared reading as a
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“developmental precursor' to phonological awareness, and concluded that shared reading
needs to be looked at longitudinally in terms of cumulative exposure to literacydeveloping experiences. Because this study did not continue longitudinally it does not
help explain whether/how dialogic reading using alphabet books might act as a “primer”
for children s developing phonological awareness.
The 1-hour training provided to parents was designed to efficiently
provide parents with basic information to implement dialogic reading. However, this
minimal amount of training may not have been enough to support parents in asking
appropriate questions that would target the zone of proximal development related to
letters and letter sounds. It could have been more effective, given that children
participating in the intervention generally did not know alphabet letters, to ask parents to
have children repeat (and thus practice) letter names without worrying about letter
sounds. Alternatively, parents could be shown more precisely how to use their own
expansions to demonstrate letter-sound correspondences clearly.
Directions for Future Research
This study indicates that alphabet book reading between parents and
preschool children is unlikely to directly teach at-risk children letter names and is even
more unlikely to target letter-sound knowledge. However, because of the study
limitations, particularly the small sample size, it is possible that true group differences on
these important outcomes were present but unable to be detected. A larger scale study
could determine group effects more definitively. Given that alphabet book reading is so
frequently recommended, it will be important to further study organized ways (methods)
parent can use to read these books with their children for the best effect. For example.
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would a print-referencing protocol, such as that developed by Justice and Ezell
(2000,2002, 2004), lead to slightly different results when applied to alphabet books?
Would shared reading followed by a short scripted letter and letter-sound lesson be more
effective for increasing children’s skills? Would parents and children enjoy it and
implement it with integrity to the same degree? It is clear from the parent post
intervention questionnaire that parents believed their children were learning letter names
through the readings. It is most likely that parents were simply seeing the results of what
their preschool children were learning at school, and attributing that learning to their own
parent-child activities. But is that attribution in itself possibly beneficial in the long run,
as parents see themselves as able to teach “school” skills?
When the child skills of interest are letter name and corresponding sound
knowledge, and phonological awareness, more definitive evidence is needed before
recommending reading alphabet books (even dialogically) instead of using explicit
parent-implemented instruction of the alphabet letters and sounds.
Implications for School Psychology
This study provides further evidence of the parent and child friendliness of
dialogic reading interventions, and of the relative ease of implementation of such
programs. Further, it supports the effectiveness of a dialogic reading intervention for
improving the expressive language skills in preschool children. This study also supports
the already strong evidence that videotape training works and that parents are able to
implement the program after a small amount of training.

It extends the possible genres

of books able to be used in dialogic reading, and supports existing evidence that if the
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skills of interest are expressive language skills than dialogic reading is a well-validated
approach embraced by teachers, parents, and children.
School psychologists, and other educators, working with preschool aged
children and families can easily help improve expressive language skills by teaching
parents to use dialogic reading techniques. If the skills of concern are phonological or
phonemic awareness and alphabetic skills, also highly predictive of later reading success,
this study indicates that a more direct intervention may be needed.

Research evidence

points to an interactive, reciprocal relationship between expressive language development
and phonological awareness/ alphabetic skills (Storch & Whitehurst, 2002) and it might
be necessary to consider a second phase parent intervention program, implemented after
and building upon dialogic reading, to promote phonological awareness and alphabetic
skills.
Summary and Conclusions
The present study looked at whether parents in a socioeconomically
disadvantaged setting could be taught in a single one hour parent session to implement
dialogic reading with alphabet books instead of with the standard story books. Data
gathered indicates that parents learned to apply the strategies and that they did apply the
strategies during the eight week intervention, after this one hour session. Children who
participated in dialogic reading with alphabet books grew significantly more in their oral
language skills, but not in their alphabetic understanding or phonological awareness,
compared to children in the control group. The study also examined whether parents
applied dialogic strategies, after a short training session, in order to ask questions about
letter names and letter sounds during parent-child reading of alphabet books. Treatment
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integrity data collected in this study indicates that parents in the treatment group did ask
more questions about letters in an audiotaped sample reading session than did control
group parents. The study limitations included a sample size too small to find statistical
differences if they did exist, and non-normal distribution characteristics in the data
measuring child skills. More frequent measurement of growth over time would have
been a more accurate, though more energy intensive, method of measuring child
responses to the treatment. Based on the findings of this study future studies directly
comparing dialogic reading with alphabet books to dialogic reading with narrative
storybooks, and typical parent-child reading of alphabet books compared to dialogic
reading of alphabet books, with larger sample sizes, would be a beneficial contribution to
the dialogic reading research literature.
In conclusion, this appears to be the first study in which parents were
asked to use dialogic reading techniques to draw children’s attention to the letters and
letter sounds in children’s alphabet books. The focus was on improving alphabetic and
phonological awareness more directly than has been done in dialogic reading using
storybooks, however this particular study indicates that parental reading of alphabet
books using dialogic reading is primarily a language-focused intervention rather than a
letter name, letter sound, and phonological awareness focused intervention. This study
does add further support to the use of dialogic reading with preschool children to promote
expressive language development. Finally, this work expands the possible genre of books
able to be effectively utilized with dialogic reading to include children’s alphabet books.
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APPENDIX A
PARENT TRAINING SCRIPT
Training Objectives
Objective 1: Parents will be introduced to the skills focus of the intervention in a short

discussion of Print Awareness, the Alphabetic Principle, and Phonemic Awareness.
Objective 2: Parents will learn reading strategies to use when reading alphabet books

consisting of the Dialogic Reading PEER and the CROWD sequence. This will be
accomplished by watching a videotaped parent training and discussion with researcher.
Objective 3: Parents will be able to apply PEER/CROWD techniques. Through modeling

by the researcher and role-play practice, parents will apply the strategies shown on the
videotape.
Objective 4: Parents will learn the study procedures including how to document weekly

Dialogic ABC book reading, how to use the weekly activity sheets and sticker chart, where to
return weekly paperwork, and how to contact the researcher
1. Parent Questionnaire (15 minutes while waiting)

2. Interactive Reading Using Alphabet Books: (10 Minutes) (Objective 1)
A. Reading ABC books to promote print awareness, alphabetic and
Phonemic awareness: (10 minutes) (Objective 2)

•

What these skills are and why they are important

•

Pointing to what you are reading

•

Emphasizing the letters, letter sounds, and first sounds in words

B. How to read the books: Dialogic Reading (20 Minutes) (Objective 3)
•

Short Description
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Video Training - PEER & CROWD
•

Demonstration and practice

3. Procedures for Project (10 minutes) (Objective 4)
•

Timeline

•

At-Home Activities

•

Paperwork - weekly book activity sheets, sticker chart.

•

Check-ins — telephone, in person.

•

Wrap-Up Meeting at end of project

•

Assessment pre and post

4. Questions (5 minutes)
5. Distribute Materials (5 minutes)
•

Books (3 weeks)

•

Reading Activity Sheets

•

Reading Star Chart & Stickers,

Introduction

“Hello, I am Heather Halsey, the researcher in this project. Thank you for coming and for
agreeing to participate in this project. I would like to have you fill out a questionnaire as we
get started. Your answers will be consolidated with other parent’s answers and your
confidentiality maintained. After the questionnaire, I will talk for a few minutes about early
literacy, show you a videotape of what you will be doing at home with your child, and we
will practice the strategies together. Then I will go over the materials you will be using and
give you books to use for the next 3 weeks.
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1. Hand out questionnaire: “Please fill this out, and let me know if you have any

questions.”
A. Print Awareness, The Alphabetic Principle, and Phonemic Awareness: I d like to

tell you a little bit about the skills I am hoping you are able to promote, by using the
techniques you will learn in the videotape we are going to watch, using the materials I have
prepared for you, and the alphabet books I am giving you.
I. The first skill I am hoping to promote is Print Awareness. Print Awareness is a

beginning stage of early literacy where children learn that:
Letters come in different sizes, colors, and fonts and consist of upper and lower case.
(Upper case is learned first, usually)
•

You read the written words, not the pictures, in a book.

•

There are boundaries between words (a sentence is not just a string of letters, it is a
series of words.)

•

Words are read from left to right on a page, and from top to bottom.

To help these skills develop, parents can follow along with their finger as they read a
book to emphasize the written words they are reading on the page. (Demonstrate)
II. Another aspect of early literacy that preschool children begin to develop is called the
Alphabetic Principle. This is the understanding that letters of the alphabet stand for sounds.

A grasp of the alphabetic principle is essential for beginning reading, and it has been shown
that children benefit from have this connection explained and taught rather than having to
figure it out on their own.
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In your book reading sheets, I have included examples of how to focus your questions
to demonstrate the letter sounds while reading the ABC books with your child. A general
guideline is that once your child knows a letter name, help him/her learn what sound that
letter makes. Focus on the sounds of letters your child does know, and on learning the names
of letters your child does not know.
HI. A third important skill is called Phonemic Awareness.

Phonemic awareness is

the understanding that words are made up of separate sounds, and the ability to hear these
separate sounds. Phonemic awareness is what allows you to hear that the word “dog” is
made up of 3 different sounds - /d/ - /o/ - and /g/. This is an important skill for beginning
reading. Asking questions about and playing with the beginning sounds in words will help
your child begin hearing that words can be broken into different sound parts. (Demonstrate)
In developing early literacy, children link print awareness, the alphabetic principle, and
phonemic awareness as they begin what we recognize as more formal reading instruction in
Kindergarten and First Grade. My hope is that by using the alphabet books I have given you
to identify and discuss letters and the sounds they make, and through practicing the sounds in
words, your child will get a boost in these early skills.
What questions do you have at this point?
(2C). How to read the books: Dialogic Reading (20 Minutes) (Objective 2)
I am going to show you a videotape that describes ways to read with your child to
help him/her become more actively involved in discussing letters, letter sounds,
and word sounds. The strategies we will be learning are called Dialogic Reading,
and using these strategies has been shown to increase children’s language skills
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when applied by parents and teachers. In this project, we are going to try to apply
the strategies to reading alphabet books in order to see if this improves young
children s understanding of the alphabet letters, letter sounds, and sounds in
words.
•

The strategies we will be learning are given the names PEER and CROWD.
PEER stands for Prompting your child with a question. Evaluating your child’s
response. Expanding on your child’s response, and having your child Repeat the
information. Using these techniques helps your child: think about what you have
just read, learn to engage in discussion about books, provides your child new
information each time you read, and practice repeating back the information.

•

CROWD refers to the different types of Prompts (or questions) to use. When we
watch the video, and practice afterward, you will see how to ask Completion,
Recall, Open-Ended, Wh, and Distancing questions when reading with your
child.

•

Video Training

•

What questions do you have?

Role-Play/Practice:
Let’s practice using PEER and CROWD with the first book you and your child will read,
Dr.Seuss ABC.
1. When I read a new book the first time with my child, I read the book normally, the way I
always do, so my child becomes familiar with the book.
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2. Then, the next times I read, I start applying PEER and CROWD questions on each page. /
make sure that what 1 have just read, or said, provided my child with the answer to any
questions 1 am going to ask. The point of asking questions is to increase practice, not to drill
my child with things he/she does not know how to answer! If he/she does not know the
answer I tell him/her and then have my child repeat back the answer.
3.

This book is called Dr. Seuss’s ABC” (Point to the words/letters and say “there is a big

letter A, B, and C”)
4. Open to first page “Wow - look at all those letters - there are big ones, and there are
small ones. Where do you see the big A.. .big B...big C?”
“Very good!” (Give lots of praise)
That question, “Where do you see the big A, B, C is both a Recall question since it was
something we just looked at on the cover, and a Wh question using Where...”
5.

Big A, Little a, what begins with A? (Turn page) Aunt Annie’s Alligator _,

-

(That is an example of a Completion Question).

6. Very good! A is the first letter of the alphabet, isn’t it! (Expansion)
7. What is the first letter of the alphabet? (A)
8. “Big B, little- say it with me “What_?” (Completion)
9. “Barber, baby, bubbles, and a bumblebee!” What letter is this page about? (B)
“B makes the sound /b/.” (That is an expansion) Say it with me “b makes the /b/ sound”
(Repeat)
Tell me some of the words that begin with the lb/ sound on this page?” (Recall question)
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10. “Big C, little c, what begins with c. Camel on the ceiling, c, c, c” What is going on,
here? (Open-ended question).
11. “Big D, little d...David Donald Doo dreamed a dozen donuts and a duck dog too!”
His name starts with D for David. Are there any children in your class whose names start
with D?” (Distancing)
Now, on pages A-DI have applied each type of prompting Question, evaluated the response,
expanded upon it when appropriate, and had it repeated back to me. (That is PEER) I have
also asked one of each type of CROWD question. I am going to pass the book around, and
we will each read a letter and practice PEER and CROWD. To help you this first time, there
is a CROWD question printed on the bottom of each page. But feel free to come up with
your own question.
3. Now I am going to talk about the details of this study:
“Reading the books and using the reading strategies with your children will last for the next
8 weeks. Read each book 3 different times during the week on 3 days. The first time read
normally, the second and third times try to use the PEER and CROWD strategies to engage
your child’s participation in reading the ABC books.
•

The goal of reading ABC books with your child is not to teach them to read: it is to
familiarize them with the alphabet, to give them plenty of exposure to letters, and to
begin talking about sounds of letters and the sounds at the beginning of words. A
firm grasp of letter names and of the idea that letters have sounds will help your child
when they begin more formal reading instruction.
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Paperwork:
1. Activity Sheets:
Each week, when you read the book with your child, you will have an Activity Sheet
to use to fill out right after you read. This checklist is meant to help you remember
the CROWD questions and to show me what you were able to do.
•

I will review your activity sheet at the end of each week. You put them in your
child's weekly folder, and I will collect them. If I don’t find your sheet, I will call
you to check in.
Each activity sheet you turn in gets you a raffle ticket for a 50$ gift certificate to
Target at the end of the study.

2. Star Chart:
Each time you and your child read a book, have your child put a star on the Reading
Star Chart. Putting the star on the chart should be fun for your child, it will remind

you which books to read next, and I will collect these at the end of the study.
The star chart and activity sheets are the only paperwork you will have to fill out
during the program.
On the back of each Activity Sheet, I have given some specific examples of
questions for each book. These questions are only suggestions, to demonstrate how to
ask questions that support discussion about letters and letter sounds.
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•

Some points to remember when reading ABC books with your child:
Capital letters are often easier for children to grasp than small case letters.
•

Some sounds are harder to hear than others: Learning the first sounds in
words is easier than end or middle sounds.

•

Make sure your child has been told the answer before you ask the question.
This will help your child feel successful.
If your child does not know the answer, tell him/her and have him/her repeat it
back to you.

•

•

Give lots of praise!

•

Use questions to encourage discussion about the words/letters/sounds.

•

Have fun!

Audiotape: I would like to get 1 audiotape of you reading a book with your child, in
the last 2 weeks of the study. I will give you a tape recorder and blank tape on a
Friday and would like you to record your next reading session with your child, and
return the recorder to me by the end of the next week. This will allow me to hear how
things are going with the program.

•

Last Meeting: At the end of the 8-week period, we will have a 30-minute meeting to
fill out an ending questionnaire and to conduct the raffle. Weekly activity sheet = a
raffle ticket, so those who turn in 8 sheets get 8 chances to win the raffle. You have
to finish the program to be entered into the raffle.
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Ending child Assessment: Your child will be given approximately 30 minutes of
literacy and language testing before and after the program.
•

What questions do you have?

Other examples, if parents need more:
F: “F makes the /f7 sound. Which words had the lil sound?” (Wh question) If no answer
comes, GIVE the answer, and have child repeat it back “Say the /f/ words with me - four
fluffy feathers, fifer-feffer-feff.” (Evaluate, Expand, Repeat)
G: Point to the G.. .g.. .G and have child say the letter while you wait...If he/she does not say
the first G, say it and then have him/her fill in the next 2. (Completion) Ask “Do you see the
big G and the little g? Where is the big one?” (Wh question) Then point to the little one
and say “and that is the little g” (Expand, and have child Repeat “little g”)
H: “What do you like best on this page?” (Open Ended)
I: “What was that itchy guys name?”, (Remembering) “Icabod and itchy both start with the
letter I and make the /i/ sound” (Expansion) “Say it with me “/iiiiii/” (Repeat)
J: “Jam starts with the 1)1 sound. What was the other name for the stuff in the jar that starts
with the /)/ sound? (Wh question, also Recall question)
K.

Look at that King - what K word do you think is coming out of his mouth?” (Wh,

Recall) Those letters are K-e-r-c-h-o-o, and they spell ker_” (Expansion, Repeat)
L: “What other foods could that lion be licking that start with L and make the l\l sound?
(Examples: lemons, lambchops, licorice, leftovers...) (Distancing & Wh)
(While pointing to it)?” (Repeat)
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APPENDIX B
C.R.O.W.D. BOOKMARK
ABC
Talk about what you read
P- Prompt*
(Ask questions)
E- Evaluate
(Think about child’s answer)
E- Expand
(Add a little more)
R- Repeat
(Child repeats expanded answer)
* Types of prompts
C- Completion
(Fill-in the blank)
R- Recall
(Remembering)
O- Open-Ended
(Child tells about book)
W- Who, What, Where
When, Why
D - Distancing
(Relates to own life)

135

APPENDIX C
WEEKLY ACTIVITY SHEET
Dr Seuss Alphabet Book Activity Sheet
Parent:
1. Read the book the first time, as you would normally.

Yes No

2. Read the book a second time, using PEER/CROWD

Yes No

3. Read the book a third time, using PEER/CROWD

Yes No

4. Read the book more than three times

Yes No

5. PEER: Prompt, Evaluate, Expand, and have your child Repeat Yes No
Use C.R.O.W.D Prompts:
C - Completion
Ask your child to supply a letter, sound, or word
Example: Page 3 “Big A little a what begins with
?”
Say “Let's finish the next page together” Read “Aunt Annie’s
Alligator’
” (Point to each A on tho page
and have your child sav it.)
R = Remembering

2nd

3rd

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

3+

Ask your child to remember details about the story, including
letters and letter sounds you have discussed.
Example: “A makes the sound aaa. What sound does the letter
A make?” (Use this for anv letter)
O = Open-ended
Ask your child to tell you about what is going on in the book.
Example. What is this book about?” (It is about the letters in
the alphabet and what words begin with each letter.)
W — Who, what, where, when, why prompts
Point to a picture and ask your child to name the object, first
letter, or beginning sound using a who, what, where, when,
why question.
Example: Page 16 “Which letter is the F?” on this page?
D

- Distancing

Ask your child a question where he/she relates the story to
his/her life.

No
No
Example: Page 46. This page shows words that start with the
letter T, like Tired Turtle. Can you think of any other T (or /if)
words? (If not give example)
jrC/w. nil._• J
f
" :
I
-*See other side for more examples of CROWD question
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APPENDIX D
STAR CHART

Week

1

2

'

3

4

Book

Dr. Seuss’s
ABC

The Alphabet
Book

Clifford’s
ABC

Choose Favorite
ABC Book
*Write
Book Name

1st
Reading

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

2nd

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Reading

3rd
Reading

Week

5

6

7

8

Book

ABC T Rex

Alligators All
Around

ABC Jobs

Black and White
Rabbit’s ABC

1st
Reading

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

2nd
Reading

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

3rd
Reading

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:
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APPENDIX E
POST INTERVENTION PARENT SATISFACTION SURVEY
ABC Book Reading/Dialogic Reading
Parent Satisfaction Survey
Satisfaction with the Initial Training Meeting:
1. Information about early literacy skills was presented in a clear and understandable
manner:
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
2 The videotape training adequately demonstrated how to apply PEER/CROWD strategies
when reading with my child:
s
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
3. At the end of the meeting, I knew what to do for the 8 weeks of the program:
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
4. I needed more examples and assistance with how to apply the strategies:
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
5. I was satisfied with the amount of support and information provided:
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
6. I would have liked more information (Please describe below, if agree)
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
Comments:
-

During the 8 Weeks of Using PEER/CROWD Strategies with Alphabet Books:
1. I was able to use Prompt, Evaluate, Expand, Repeat (PEER) strategies with my child:
rongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
2.1 was able to use the Completion, Recall, Open-Ended, Wh, and Distancing (CROWD)
questions with my child:
J
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
3. My child enjoyed the reading time together:
Strongly Agree-Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree

Yes°id No” Chi'd generaUy exhibit any Probiemat>c behavior during your reading time?
If Yes, please describe:
Comments:
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Satisfaction with Materials:
1. I used the examples on the weekly Activity Sheets:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
2. The weekly Activity Sheets were easy to fill out: '
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
3. The Activity Sheets were helpful:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
4. I used the sample questions provided:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
5. My child and I put a star on the Reading Star Chart each time we read:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
6. My child liked the books provided:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree
7. I liked the books provided:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
8. What part of the program did you/your child like the best?
9. What part of the program did you/your child like the least?
Comments:
Satisfaction with Results
1. My child learned more letter names from this program:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
2. My child learned more letter sounds from this program:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
3. My child is better able to hear the first sounds in words than when we started the program:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
4. My child learned important skills from reading the alphabet books:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
5. The PEER/CROWD strategies helped me read the alphabet books in a more beneficial
way:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
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6. The amount of time I spent reading with my child in the last 8 weeks, compared to before
the program:
About the same_ Slightly more_Significantly more_Slightly less
Significantly less_
7.1 would recommend this program to other parents of preschool children:
Strongly Agree_Agree_Neutral_Disagree_Strongly Disagree_
8. What could be done to improve this program?
Comments:
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APPENDIX F
PILOT STUDY DETAILS
Participants for the pilot study were recruited from a year-round private preschool
where all parents worked at the local hospital in some capacity. Five parent/child dyads
participated out of the 12 who indicated interest in the program. The five participants were
chosen based on children s age (between four and five years old) and children’s screening
information indicating their level of mastery of letters and letter sounds. Children who could
already identify all 26 letters, small and capital, fluently were not chosen for the study
because the ABC books would not be an appropriate match for their skill level. The pilot
study was conducted for six weeks during April and May prior to the beginning of the study.
The purpose of the pilot study was to see how long the testing would take per child and to
identify any problems with the procedures, to test-run the parent training, forms and
intervention materials, and to gather parent and child feedback about the books and program
in general.
Several changes to the materials were made as a result of parent feedback, including
simplification of the activity sheets and selection of different books. Because this sample
was not the target population, the resulting outcome data were not utilized for purposes of the
main study. Both children and parents indicated that they enjoyed the program overall,
though parents did not enjoy filling out a form each time they read a book and it was clear
that a simplified method of collecting treatment integrity data would be needed.
One difficulty experienced during the pilot study was finding training times that fit
the parent and school schedules: Three different training sessions were needed for the five
parents, who could not all meet at the same time or on the same day.
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As a result of the obvious likelihood of conducting multiple meetings during the study, the
training was scripted to provide the same information to all parents. The parent training was
revised after the pilot study to include time for parents to practice asking dialogic questions,
and to simplify and shorten the training overall.
Additionally, the pilot study indicated that gathering paperwork from parents might
be difficult without more frequent researcher contact. Fifty percent of the pilot project
parents did not turn in the weekly activity sheets until the end of the project. To improve this
for the research project, the paperwork and books were given out in four week increments
and the researcher called parents who did not turn in paperwork each week. An incentive
was added in which parents received a raffle ticket for each activity sheet turned in, toward a
gift certificate to Target, at the end of the study.
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APPENDIX G
INTRODUCTORY LETTER TO CURRICULUM DIRECTOR
Dear_,
I am a graduate student from the University of Massachusetts at Amherst working on
my dissertation research, titled: An Investigation of a Preschool Early Literacy Intervention:
Effects of Dialogic Reading using Alphabet Books on Alphabetic and Phonemic Awareness.
My advisor is Gary Stoner, Ph.D. at the University of Massachusetts Amherst.

I would like

to ask you to consider allowing me to recruit study participants for this project from your
preschool. I am hoping to recruit 50 parents and their preschool children from public
preschool sites in the East Tennessee area. This research will be conducted with parents and
children, and would not require anything additional from your teachers.
Description of Research: In this study a commercially available early literacy
intervention, Read Together Talk Together published by Pearson Early Learning, will be
made available to all parents of 4-5 year old children in a preschool setting. Parents will
watch a 15-minute videotape training, and will administer the 12-week dialogic reading
intervention at home. They will be asked to read one book each week, and to read it three
times during the week. The control group will be asked to continue the literacy activities
they had already been engaged in, and they will be offered the intervention training at the end
of the study. The primary research question for this study is: Does Dialogic Reading
between parents and 4-5 year old preschool children have an effect on alphabet skills,
phonological awareness, and oral language skills? The study also looks at whether training
and implementation of dialogic reading changes parent teaching behaviors related to letters
and letter sounds.
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There are few resources I would need to utilize from your school. However, should
you be interested in participating, I would request your permission to conduct the pre and
post early literacy measures during the school day, with permission of children’s parents. I
would also request permission to meet with parents in a convenient location at your school,
in a group or in several small groups, to show them the videotape training. I would also work
to make any of these requests as simple as possible for school personnel.
In return for your participation as a recruitment site, I can offer to do a brief
presentation to your preschool teachers on dialogic reading and on the Read Together, Talk
Together intervention at the conclusion of the study. I would be happy to show the teacher

training videotape, and to provide teachers with the opportunity to review the books and
materials. If you would like, I would also provide you with a copy of the final research
report. Participating parents will be provided with children’s books, and a gift certificate to
Target will be raffled off in each classroom at the end of the study.
If you are interested in participating in this recruitment effort, please utilize the
enclosed card to indicate your interest and preferred method of contact, or call me at (423)
202-5461 to discuss any questions you might have. If you indicate interest, I will provide
you with a copy of the informed consent form for parents, my personal credentials and
references, and I will be happy to meet with you in person to discuss the project further.
Sincerely,
Heather N. Halsey, M.Ed., Ph.D Candidate in School Psychology
University of Massachusetts Amherst
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APPENDIX H
INFORMED CONSENT
PARENT AND CHILD PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH STUDY
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

You and your child are being asked to participate in a research study. The purpose of the
study is to look the effectiveness of an early literacy program applied by parents at home, on
the early literacy skills of preschool children age 4-5 years old.
This research study is being conducted by a graduate student, Heather Halsey, for the
purpose of her Doctoral Dissertation in School Psychology at the University of
Massachusetts, Amherst. She is working under the supervision of her doctoral advisor, Gary
Stoner, Ph.D
WHAT THE STUDY INVOLVES

If you decide to participate and consent for your child to participate in this study:
1. You will attend a meeting for parents, held at your child's school in a small group setting,
lasting approximately 60 minutes. During this meeting you will view a 15 minute videotape
explaining techniques to use when you read with your child. A discussion about reading
books with your child will follow.
2. You will be asked to read books with your child weekly and to apply what you learn in
the training.
3. You will be asked to use a checklist each time you read with your child to record what
you did. Checklists will be returned to the researcher weekly.
4. Some parents will be asked to audiotape a reading session with their children for the
researcher to listen to.
5. Your child will be assessed using early literacy measures two times- at the beginning, and
at the end of the study - during school. Assessment will take approximately 30 minutes each
time.
6. You will receive a written questionnaire at the beginning and at the end of the study
requesting information about yourself and your family background. You will also be asked
questions about reading with your child.
7. It is expected that at least 50 subjects will be enrolled in this study from several different
schools.
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U ^he study Wl11 occur in two sessions. Some parents and children will start the program at
the beginning of the school year and some will be able to view the videotape and receive the
books after the first 8 week session ends. These groups will be chosen b picking names out

9. If you are in the second group, you will be asked to continue doing the literacy activities
you currently do with your child, without making changes.
10. The second group of parents/children will be offered the opportunity to view the
videotape and participate in the literacy program after the first session ends.
RISKS OR DISCOMFORTS

•

•

You may experience discomfort from being asked to do something new or unfamiliar
with your child. If you are uncomfortable you are encouraged to contact the
researcher, who will try to assist you.
You will be asked to read in a new way with your child. This may be more time
consuming than what you previously did, or it may be less time consuming. It is
possible that it will disrupt a routine you already have in place.
Your child will leave the classroom for assessment for approximately 60 minutes over
the entire study. While it is expected that this will be a fun activity for your child
he/she will be missing some preschool activities during this time.
At any time, if you or your child experience discomfort, you can choose to end the
reading session or your participation in this project.
You will be informed of any new findings that may affect your willingness to
participate in this study.
You should know that if we see any evidence of child abuse or neglect, we are
obligated by law to report that.. If this were to occur, we would bring our concerns to
you before contacting an outside agency.

BENEFITS

It is possible that you and your child will benefit from this study by enjoying the
reading time.
J J &
Your child may benefit by showing growth in early literacy skills or language
development skills.
& &
study1S° P°SSible tha‘ y°U and y0ur child ma-v not benefit from participation in this
You can request to receive a copy of the research report, after the conclusion of the
study. I he researcher will provide this to you.
COSTS & COMPENSATION

The researcher is responsible for costs of providing the materials (books and
checklists) for you to participate in this study.
thevideoreSP°nSlble ^ ^traVeling costs to and from -vour child’s school, to watch
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Participants completing the 8-week study will be given children's books to keep.
Participants who do not complete the study, including weekly will not receive books
to keep.
The University of Massachusetts does not have a program for compensating subjects
for injury or complications related to human subjects research but the study personnel
will assist you in getting treatment.
ALTERNATIVES TO PARTICIPATION
Your child may benefit from simple storybook reading, without participation in this
study or use of the techniques study participants will learn.
CONFIDENTIALITY
• Information produced by this study will be confidential and private.
Personal information from interviews will be separated from your name and address,
and only a number in the written research record will identify you.
• Only the Primary Investigators will have access to number/name sheet.
• Identifying information will not be shared via the internet.
• If the data are used for publication in the scientific literature or for teaching purposes,
no names will be used.
• Any other identifiers (such as photographs, audio or videotapes) will be used only
with your special written permission. You may see any photographs and videotapes
and hear the audiotapes before giving this permission.
• It is possible that your research record, including sensitive information and/or
identifying information, may be inspected and/or copied by the study sponsor (and/or
its agent), the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), or federal or state government
agencies, in the course of carrying out their duties. If your record is inspected by the
study sponsor (and/or its agents), or by any of these agencies, your confidentiality
will be maintained to the extent permissible by law.
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION
• You are under no obligation to participate in this project. You may withdraw your
participation at any time without prejudice.
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
• Should you have any questions about your treatment or any other matter relative to
your participation in this project, you may call: Heather Halsey at (423) 202-5461 or
Gary Stoner at (413) 545-1527.
• If you experience a research related injury at any time during this study, you may
contact: Heather Halsey or Gary Stoner at the above numbers.
• If you would like to speak with someone not directly involved in the research study,
you may contact the Office of Research Affairs at the University of Massachusetts via
email (humansubiects@ora.umass.eduk Telephone ((413) 545-3428); or Mail (Office
of Research Affairs, Research Administration Building, University of Massachusetts
Amherst, 70 Butterfield Terrace, Amherst, MA 01003-9242).
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SUBJECT STATEMENT OF VOLUNTARY CONSENT
By signing this consent form you, for yourself and on behalf of your child, indicate
that you willingly agree to participate in this project. If you are signing on behalf of
your child, everything that would apply to "you" will apply to your child.
When signing this form I am agreeing for myself and for my child to voluntarily enter

this study. I understand that, by signing this document, I do not waive any of my
egal rights. I have had a chance to read this consent form, and it was explained to me
m a language which I use and understand. I have had the opportunity to ask questions
and have received satisfactory answers. A copy of this signed Informed Consent
form has been given to me.
Subject/Parent Guardian's Name (Print or type)
Si§nature-__

Date

STUDY REPRESENTATIVE STATEMENT:
I have explained the purpose of the research, the study procedures, the possible risks and
iscomforts, the possible benefits, and have answered any questions to the best of my ability.
Study Representative Name (Print or Type) Heather Halsey
Signature_
rw

148

APPENDIX I
LETTER NAMING ACCURACY PROTOCOL
Preschool Letter Naming Accuracy/Fluency

Here are some letters. Tell me the name of as many letters as you can. When I say “begin”
I will show you a card with a letter and you tell me the name of that letter. If you come to a
letter you don’t know I’ll tell it to you. Ready, begin.”

Make a pile of all known cards for 1 minute. Apply 3-second rule, but not discontinue rule,
of DIBELS. After 1 minute start a new pile and keep showing all 52 cards to identify all
known letters, untimed.
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APPENDIX J
AUDIOTAPE CODING SYSTEM

Operational Definitions:
Prompts: Crowd Prompts are opportunities provided by the parent for the child to respond.
A Prompt can consist of a pause (as in a completion question) or in specific recall openended, wh, or distancing questions as described below.

Completion: The reader pauses and waits for the child to complete the sentence with a
word, sound, or phrase. This includes when the parent pauses to give the child time to repeat
what the parent has said.
p
Example “That s right, it says Dr. Seuss’_(pause)_(pause)

(pause)
” This
would be scored as 3 completion questions. The parent must pause for 2 sector longer
for each completion question.
5
NonExample: Parent says each letter, and child repeats what parent has said. This is a

repetition, not a completion.

R Recall: The reader asks the child a question requiring the child to remember a detail
(including a letter or sound) of the book previously read or discussed.

0=Open-Ended: The reader asks the child to tell something about what is going on in the
book. Usually requires a multiple word answer.
Example: “Tell me about this page.”
W=Wh: A question that asks Who, What, Where, When, Why. Can include “How”
questions like “How does that sound?”
Example: The question can either begin with the “wh” word or contain the “wh” word “Do

you know what letter that is” and “what letter is that?” would both be coded as a “wh”

D Distancing: The reader asks a question which requires the child to relate something in
SS Ss°ound”?n8

th£ Child’S Hfe- “Ca" yOU think 0f S0me0ne Wh0Se name be§ins

Nonexample of CROWD questions: general discussion/comments between parent/child that

oes not contain prompting questions. Simple Yes/No questions. Reading where the child
repeats after the adult everything that is read.
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How to use the coding system:
L Letter; S—Sound; G— CROWD unrelated to letter or sound.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Mark 1 each time a CROWD question is asked.
Each CROWD question asked by the parent is coded, regardless of the child’s answer.
Each question is coded only 1 time, even if it can go in multiple categories.
Start on line 1 and code each prompt on a new line.
Questions about or using letters get the code L.
Questions about or using sounds get the code S.
Questions using both a letter name and sound are coded under S.
Example: Where is something that starts with P /p/?
8. General CROWD questions get a G
Example: A Parent asks: “Where is the letter A?” This is a WH question (Where) about a
letter. L would be coded under column W for “Wh” question.
Example: A Parent asks “Whose name starts with the /a/ sound?”

This is a WH question
(Whose) and is also a distancing question about a letter sound. It would be marked S under
only 1 category.

Example: A parent asks “Tell me about your favorite animal on this page”. This would be

marked G as a general CROWD question under O, for Open-Ended.
Non-Example: A parent asks “Camel starts with C, huh?” with no pause for child comment.

This is a restatement of fact, not a prompt for the child to produce information.
9. Repetitions of the same question about the same information without a pause of 2
seconds for the child to answer are not coded separately when there is no child response
between the questions. If the child responds and then the parent asks the same question
again, this is a second question.
How to document:
10. Write the tape number, your initials, and the date on each coding sheet.
11. Move to the next line each time a question is asked and marked with L, S, or G.
12. Write the total number at the bottom.
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APPENDIX K
PARENT WRITTEN COMMENTS ON SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
The meeting was clear and understandable. Information was fine. I would have liked to
meet more with parents and M^s. Halsey in a group.”
“We don’t think you could have done a better job, Thank You!!!”
“The program is very helpful and must be continued.”
“My son loved the star chart. Even though we always read before, this made it more fun at
the end of the story! Great idea!”
“I have enjoyed reading with my son in ways to help him learn what he is looking at with the
PEER/CROWD questions.”
“It is a great program, I think it is very helpful.”
From this 8 week program my daughter can point out all the letters in the alphabet and can
tell you the sounds that they make or you can say the sound of a letter and she can tell you
More questions are being asked when reading a book. She is also writing more she likes to
write everyone s names and if you spell a name she can tell you... I would recommend this
program to anyone. I enjoyed it and so did my daughter. I will continue to use these
strategies when I read.”
•This program is fabulous! The ABC books were so helpful and made my grandson so much
mo e aware of his letters and sounds they make. He still confuses some letter sounds, but
,
Wlth t,me- Thanks for all of these wonderful books. We so enjoyed the program
and thank you for giving s the opportunity to participate.”
“I think it would help children read better at this age.”
“The program is simple and easy to follow. It just takes commitment, time, and practice.”
“I feel Heather has done a really good job keeping up with all the weekly progress sheets
Always kept m touch through-out the 8 weeks making sure we were doing ok + f any
questions!
&
y
’I would have liked to meet more and talked with Ms. Halsey and parents to see how their
kids are doing, get examples, can they tell a difference in their child’s reading, maybe that
can be done the next time.”
“Extend the time to 2 weeks per book.”
Keep up the way that you’re doing. Because it is explained real well.”
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APPENDIX L
ALPHABET BOOKS PROVIDED TO PARTICIPANTS
Baker, Alan. (1999) Black and White Rabbit’s ABC. Kingfisher, OK: Kingfisher Press.
Bridwell, Norman. (1986) Clifford’s ABC. New York, NY: Cartwheel Books
Eastman, Philip D. (1974) The Alphabet Book. New York, NY: Random House
Geisel, Theodor Seuss (1991) Dr. Seuss ’s ABC. New York, NY Random House
Most, Bernard (2004) ABC T Rex. Guilford, CT: Voyager Books
Priddy, Roger. (2003) ABC of Jobs. New York, NY: Priddy Books
Sendak, Maurice (1991) Alligators All Around. Danvers, MA: HarperTrophy Press.

153

REFERENCES
Aaron, P.G. (1997). The impending demise of the discrepancy formula. Review
oj Educational Research, 67, 461 -502.
Adams, M.J. (1990). Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print
Cambridge, Ma: MIT Press.
Armbruster, B.B., Lehr, F., & Osborn, J. (2003). Proven ideas from research for
parents - A child becomes a reader: Birth through preschool. Portsmouth New
Hampshire: RMC Research Corporation, p.23.
Arnold, D.H., Lonigan, C.J., Whitehurst, G.J., & Epstein, J.N. (1994).
Accelerating language development through picture book reading: Replication and
extension to a videotape training format. Journal of Educational Psychology’, 86:2; 235-

Baker, L., Serpell, R. and Sonnenschein, S., (1995). Opportunities for literacy
earning in the homes of urban preschoolers. In: Morrow, L.M., Editor,, 1995. Family
Literacy: Connections in Schools and Communities, International Reading Association
Newark, DE, pp. 236-252.
,
t.
J„ O'Neil-Pirozzi, T„ & Cutting, J. (2006). Read together, talk
together. The acceptability of teaching parents to use dialogic reading strategies via
"dne70t!ped instruction. Psychology in the Schools, 43( 1), 71-78. Retrieved October 31
^007, trom Academic Search Alumni Edition database.
.... BraBham> EjCj., Murray, B.A., & Bowden, S.H. (2006). Reading alphabet books
in kindergarten. Effects of instructional emphasis and media practice. Journal of
Research in Childhood Education, 20:3, 219-234.
PearsonBraCken’ B’A’

Bracken Basic ConceP* Scale-Revised. Bloomington, MN:

Bradley, B.A. & Jones, J. (2007) Sharing alphabet books in early childhood
classrooms. International Reading Association, 60:5, 452-463.
Burgess,S. (1997). The role of shared reading in the development of phonological
awareness: A longitudinal study of middle to upper class children. Early Child
Development and Care. 191-199.
n r
(2°,°F Shared reading correlates of early reading skills. Reading
Online. 5(7). Retrieved November 17, 2005 from
&

www.readingonline.org/articles/art_index.asp7FIREF
=burgess/index.html.

154

Bus, A.G. (1993). Attachment and emergent literacy. International Journal of
Educational Research. 573-581.
Bus, A.G. & vanIJzendoom M.H. (1988). Mother-child interactions, attachment,
and emergent literacy: A cross-sectional study. Child Development, 59, 1262-1273.
Bus, A.G. & vanIJzendoom M.H. (1995). Mothers reading to their three year
olds: the role of mother-child attachment security in becoming literate. Reading
Research Quarterly, 40, 998-1015.
Bus, A.G. & vanIJzendoom M.H. (1997). Affective dimension of mother-infant
picturebook reading. Journal of School Psychology, 35, 47-60.
Bus, A.G., van Ijzendoom, M.H., & Pellegrini, A.D. (1995). Joint book reading
makes for success in learning to read: A meta-analysis of intergenerational transmission
of literacy. Review of Educational Research 65:1 1-21.
Byrne, B., & Fielding-Bamsley, R. (1989). Phonemic awareness and letter
knowledge in the child’s acquisition of the alphabetic principle. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 81:3, 313-321.
Byrne, B., & Fielding-Bamsley, R. (1991). Evaluation of a program to teach
phonemic awareness to young children. Journal of Educational Psychology, 83:4, 451455.
Chard, D.J. & Kameenui, E.J. (2000). Struggling first-grade readers: The
frequency and progress of their reading. The Journal of Special Education, 34, 28-38.
Chow, Bonnie Wing-Yin, McBride-Chang, Catherine. (2003). Promoting
Language and Literacy Development through Parent-Child Reading in Hong Kong
Preschoolers. Early Education and Development, 74(2), 233. Retrieved October 31,
2007, from Wilson Education Abstracts database. (Document ID: 331914851).
CTB. (1990). Developing Skills Checklist. Monterey, CA: CTB/McGraw-Hill.
Cunningham, A.E. (1990). Explicit versus implicit instruction in phonemic
awareness. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 50, 429-444.
Cutspec, P. A. (2004). Influences of dialogic reading on the language development
of toddlers. Bridges Practice-Based Research Syntheses, 2:2. Retrieved December 1,
2006 from http://www.researchtopractice. info/productBridges.php
Cutspec, P .A. (2006). Effects of dialogic reading on the language development of
4 and 5year old children. Bridges Practice-Based Research Syntheses, 4:3. Retrieved
September 24, 2007 from http://wMnv.researchtopractice.info/productBridges.php

155

Dale, P.S., Craine-Thoreson, C., Notari-Syverson, Aik & Cole,K. (1996) Parentchild book reading as an intervention technique for young children with language delays.
Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 16 213-235.

,

Dickinson,D.K. (1994) Bridges to literacy: Children, families, and schools
Cambridge, Ma: Blackwell Publishers.
Dowling, R., Stoner, G., & Hintze, J. M. (2001). Parent - delivered instruction
with kindergarten children: Effects on phonemic awareness and letter identification
skills. Manuscript submitted for publication.
Dunn, L.M., & Dunn, L. (1997). Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Third
Edition. Circle Pines, MN: American Guidance Service.
Early Childhood Research Institute on Measuring Growth and Development
(1998). Research and development of individual growth and development indicators for
children between birth and age eight (Tech. Rep. No. 4), Minneapolis, MN: Center for
Early Education and Development, University of Minnesota.
— Engelmann, S., Haddox, P., & Bruner, E. (1983). Teach your child to read in 100
easy lessons. New York: NY. Simon & Schuster, Inc.
— Evans, M., Shaw, D., & Bell, M. (2000). Home literacy activities and their
influence on early literacy skills. Canadian Journal of Experimental Psychology, 54:2,

j 1Eze111, H'K' & Justlce’ L.M, (2000). Increasing the print focus of adult-child
shared book reading through observational learning. American Journal of SpeechLanguage Pathology, 9, 36-47.
Faires, J., Nichols, W.D., & Rickelman, R.J. (2000). Effects of parental
involvement m developing competent readers in first grade. Reading Psychology,

Paul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.G., & Buchner, A. (1997) G Power 3 [Computer
software and manual]. Retrieved from http://www.psycho.uniduesseldorf.de/abteilungen/aap/gpower3/
Fau1’ R’ Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible
statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences
Behavior Research Methods, 39, 175-191.
Felton, R.H., & Pepper, P.P. (1995). Early identification and intervention of
phonological deficits in kindergarten and early elementary children at risk for reading
disability. School Psychology Review, 24, 405-414.

156

Foorman, B.R., Francis, D.J., Fletcher, J.M., Schatzschneider, C., & Mehta, P.
(1998). The role of instruction in learning to read: preventing reading failure in at risk
children. Journal of Educational Psychology, 90, 1-15.
Foorman, B.R., Francis, D.J., Shaywitz, S.E., Shaywitz, S.E., & Fletcher, J.M.
(1996). The case for early reading intervention. In B.A. Blachman (Ed.) Foundations of
reading acquisition and dyslexia: Implications for early intervention (p.243-264).
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Gadsden, V.L. (1995). Representations of literacy: Parents’ images in two
cultural communities. In L. Morrow (Ed.), Family literacy: Connections in schools and
communities, (p. 287-303). New Brunswick, Nj: International Reading Association.
Gardner, M.F. (1981). Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test. Novato,
CA: Academic Therapy.
Geisel, Theodor Seuss (1991). Dr. Seuss’s ABC. New York: Random House.
Good, R.H., Kaminski,R., Simmons, D. &, Kame’enui, E.J. (2001). Using
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) in an outcomes-driven
model: Steps to reading outcomes. Report submitted to Oregon School Study Council.
Available through primary author: rhgood@darkwing.uoregon.edu.
Good, R.H., Simmons, D.C., & Smith, S.B. (1998). Effective academic
interventions in the United States: evaluating and enhancing the acquisition of early
reading skills. Educational and Child Psychology, 15:1, 56-70.
Goodsitt, J., Raitan, J.G., & Pearlmutter, M. (1988) Interaction between mothers
and preschool children when reading a novel and familiar book. International Journal of
Behavioral Development, 11 (4), 489-505.
Goswami, U. (2001). Early phonological development and the acquisition of
literacy. In S.B. Neuman & D.K.Dickinson (Eds) Handbook of Early Literacy Research.
New York: Guilford Press, (p. 111-125).
Hall, S.L.& Moats, L.C. (1999). Straight Talk About reading: How Parents Can
Make A DifferenceDduring the Early Years. Lincolnwood, Illinois: Contemporary
Books, (p.167-8).
Hallahan, D.P., Kauffman, J.M., & Lloyd, J.W. (1996) Introduction to Learning
Disabilities. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Hanson, R.A., & Farrell, D., (1995) The long-term effects on high school seniors
of learning to read in kindergarten. Reading Research Quarterly, 30:4.
Hargrave, A.C. & Senechal, M. (2000). A book reading intervention with
preschool children who have limited vocabularies: the benefits of regular reading and
dialogic reading. Early Childhood Research Quarterly. 15:1, 75-90.

157

Hart, B., & Risley, T.R., (1995) Meaningful differences in the everyday
experience of young American children. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.
Hart, B., & Risley, T.R. (1978). Promoting productive language through
incidental teaching. Education in Urban Society, 10, 407-429.
Hart, B., & Risley, T.R., (1999) The social world of children learning to talk.
Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.
Hockenberger, E.H., Goldstein, H., & Haas, L.S. (1999). Effects of commenting
during joint book reading by mothers with low SES. Topics in Early Childhood Special
Education, 19, 15-27.
Howell, K.W. & Nolet, V. (2000). Curriculum-based evaluation: teaching and
decision making. Belmont, Ca. Wadsworth/Thomson Learning.
Jordan, G.E., Snow, C. E., & Porche, M.V. (2000). Project EASE: The effect
of a family literacy project on kindergarten students’ early literacy skills. Reading
Research Quarterly, 35, 524 - 546.
Juel, C. (1988). Learning to read and write: A longitudinal study of 54 children
from first through fourth grades. Journal Of Educational Psychology, 80, 437-447.
=»— Justice, L.M. & Ezell, H.K. (2000a). Enhancing children’s print and word
awareness through home-based parent intervention. American Journal of SpeechLanguage Pathology. 9, 257-269. Justice, L.M. & Ezell, H.K. (2000b). Increasing the print focus of adult-child
shared book reading through observational learning. American Journal of SpeechLanguage Pathology. 9, 36-47.
Justice, L.M. & Ezell, H.K. (2002). Use of storybook reading to increase print
awareness in at-risk children. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 11, 17-

Justice, L.M. & Ezell, H.K. (2004). Print referencing: an emergent literacy
enhancement strategy and its clinical applications. Language, Speech, and Hearing
Services in Schools, 35, 185-193.
— Kainz, K. & Vernon-Feagans, L. (2007) The ecology of early reading
development for children in poverty. The Elementary School Journal, 107:5, 407-427.
r

Kaiser, A.P. (1990). A twofold model of environments: Implications for early
language learning. In Ecobehavioral analysis and developmental disabilities • The
twenty-first century, (pp.141-153) S.R. Schroeder (Ed.) New York: Springer-Verlag.

158

Kame'enui, E.J., Carnine, D.W., Dixon, R.C., Simmons, D.C., & Coyne, M.D.
(2002). Effective teaching strategies that accommodate diverse learners. Upper Saddle
River, NJ. Merrill Prentice Hall.
Kaminski, R.A., & Good, R.H. (1998). Assessing early literacy skills in a
problem-solving model: Dynamic indicators of basic early literacy skills. In M.R. Shinn
(Ed.), Advanced applications of curriculum-based measurement. New York: Guilford.
Kerlinger, F.N. (1992). Foundations of Behavioral Research (3rd Edition). Fort
Worth: Harcourt Brace.
Kirk, S.A., McCarthy, J.J., & Kirk, W.D. (1968). Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic
Abilities. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.
Levenstein, P., Levenstein, S., Shiminski, J.A., & Stolzberg, J.E., (1998). Long¬
term impact of a verbal interaction program for at-risk toddlers: An exploratory study of
high school outcomes in a replication of the mother-child home program Journal of
Applied Developmental Psychology, 79:2, 267-285.
Liberman, I.Y., & Liberman, A.M. (1990). Whole language versus code
emphasis: Underlying assumptions and their implications for reading instruction. Annals
of Dyslexia, 40, 51-76.
Lonigan, C.J. (1994). Reading to preschoolers exposed: Is the emperor really
naked? Developmental Review, 14, 303-323.
Lonigan, C.J., Anthony, J.L., Bloomfield, B.G., Dyer, S.M., & Samwel, C.S.
(1999). Effects of two shared reading interventions on emergent literacy skills of at-risk
preschoolers. Journal of Early Intervention, 22, 306-322.
Lonigan, C.J., Burgess, S.R., Anthony, J.L. (2000). Development of emergent
literacy and early reading skills in preschool children: Evidence from a latent-variable
longitudinal study. Developmental Psychology, 36:5, 596-613.
Lonigan, C.J., Burgess, S.R., Anthony, J.L., & Barker, T.A. (1998). Development
of phonological sensitivity in two- to five-year-old children. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 90, 294-311.
Lonigan, C.J. & Whitehurst, G.J. (1998). Relative efficacy of parent and teacher
involvement in a shared-reading intervention for preschool children from low-income
backgrounds. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 13:2, 263-290.
Lundberg, I., Frost, J., & Peterson, O. (1988). Effects of an extensive program
for stimulating phonological awareness in pre-school children. Reading Research
Quarterly, 23, 2630284.

159

Lyon G.R. (1997). NIH report of learning disabilities research. Retrieved
November 12, 2005 from http://www/idanatl.org/conf/fl.html.
MacLean, M., Bryant, P., & Bradley, L. (1987). Rhymes, nursery rhymes, and
reading in early childhood. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 33, 255-282.
McBride-Chang, C. (1999). The ABC’s of the ABC’s: The development of
letter-name and letter-sound knowledge. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 45, 285-308.
McConnell, S.R., Priest, J.S., Davis, S.D., & McEvoy, M. (2002). Best Practices
in Measuring Growth and Development for Preschool Children. In A. Thomas & J
Grimes (Ed.s) Best practices in school psychology IV. Washington, DC: National
Association of School Psychologists. 1231-1246.
Mikulecky, L. (1996). Family literacy: parent and child interactions. Retrieved
May 18, 2002, from http://www.ed.gov/pubs/FamLit/parent.html.
Missal, K.N. & McConnell, S.R. (2004). Technical report: psychometric
characteristics of individual growth and development indicators: picture naming
rhyming and alliteration.. Retrieved December 14, 2006, from Center for Early

Education and Development, University of Minnesota website:
http://cehd.umn.edu/CEED/
Moats, L.C. (1999). Teaching reading is rocket science. Washington DC*
American Federation of Teachers. Item No. 372, 6/99.
.,
Munray, B;A’,Stahl’ SA’ & Ive-v' GM> (1996>- Developing phoneme awareness
through alphabet books. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal. 5: 307-

National Institute for Literacy (1998). The state of literacy in America: Estimates
at the local, state, and national levels. Retrieved December 15, 2003, from
www.nifl.gov/reders/! intro.htm.
n
kNati°"a'I"Sti‘llte for Literac-V (2001). Database of synthetic estimates. Retrieved
December 15, 2003, from www.nifl.gov/reders/Iintro.htm.
, ^Neuman S.B (19"). Creating continuity in early literacy: Linking home and
school with a culturally responsive approach. In L.B. Gambrell, L.M. Morrow, S.B.
Neuman & hi Pressley (Eds) Best Practices in Literacy Instruction. New York- NY
The Guilford Press. 258-2270.
Neuman, S.B. & Gallagher, P. (1994) Joining together in literacy learning:
eenage mothers and children. Reading Research Quarterly, 29:4, 382-401.

160

O'Brien, G.A. (1995) Parent-delivered instruction in phoneme identification:
Effects on phonemic awareness and letter knowledge of preschool-aged children.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Massachusetts Amherst.
0 Connor, R.E., Jenkins, J.R., & Slocum, T.A. (1995) Transfer among
phonological tasks in kindergarten: Essential instructional content. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 2, 202-217.
O'Connor, R.E., Notari-Syverson. A., & Vadasy, P.F. (1996). Ladders to literacy:
The effects of teacher-led phonological activities for kindergarten children with and
without disabilities. Exceptional Children, 63:1, 117-130.
O'Connor, R.E., Notari-Syverson, A., & Vadasy, P.F. (1998.) Ladders to
literacy: A kindergarten activity book. Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes.
Owens, R.E. Jr. (1999). A functional intervention model. In Language disorders:
A functional approach to assessment and intervention. Needham Heights, Ma: Allyn &
Bacon. 3rd Edition.
Paget, K.D., & Galant, K. (1996). Promoting communication competence in
preschool-age children. In Interventions for achievement and behavior problems (p.289303) G. Stoner, M. Shinn, & H. Walker (Eds.) Bethesda, MD: National Association of
School Psychologists.
Payne, A.C., Whitehurst, G.J., & Angell, A.L. (1994). The role of home literacy
environment in the development of language ability in preschool children from lowincome families. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 9, 427-440.
Pearson Early Learning. (2004) Read Together, Talk Together. New York, NY:
Pearson Education, Inc.
Pressley, M. (1998). Reading instruction that works: The case for balanced
teaching. New York: Guilford Press.
Purcell-Gates, V. (1996). Stories, coupons, and the TV guide: Relationships
between home literacy experiences and emergent literacy knowledge. Reading Research
Quarterly, 31:4, 406-428.
Rathvon, N. (2004). Early reading assessment: a practitioners handbook. New
York: Guilford Press.
Raz, I.S. & Bryant, P. (1990). Social background, phonological awareness and
children's reading. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 8, 209-225.

161

RMC Research Corporation brochure titled :Put reading first: Helping your child
learn to read A parent guide preschool through grade 3. Retrieved January 21, 2006,
from www.nifl.gov.
Satz, P., Taylor, G.H., Friel, J., & Fletcher, J.M. ( 1978) Some developmental
and predictive precursors of reading disabilities: A six year follow-up. In A.L. Benton &
D. Pearl (Eds.), Dyslexia, an appraisal of current knowledge, (p. 313-348). New York:
Oxford University Press.
Scarborough, H.S. & Dobrich, W. (1994). On the efficacy of reading to
preschoolers. Developmental Review, 14, 245-302.
Senechal, M., LeFevre, J., Thomas, E.M., & Daley, K.E. (1998). Differential
effects of home literacy experiences on the development of oral and written language.
Reading Research Quarterly 33:1, 96-116.
Senechal, M. & LeFevre, J. (2001). Storybook reading and parent teaching:
Links to language and literacy development. New Directions for Child and Adolescent
Development, 92, 39-52.
Siegel, S. & Castllan, J. Jr (1988). Nonparametric statistics for the behavioral
sciences. Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill.
Slocum, T.A., O’Connor, R.E., & Jenkins, J.R. (1993). Transfer among
phonological manipulation skills. Journal of Educational Psychology, 85, 618-630.
Smolkin, L.B. & Yaden, D.B. (1992). O is for mouse: First encounters with the
alphabet book. Language Arts, 69, 423-441.
Smolkin, L.B., Yaden, D.B, Brown, L., & Hofius, B. (1992). The effects of
genre, visual design choices, and discourse structure on preschoolers’ responses to
picture books during parent-child read-alouds. In C.K. Kinzer & D. J. Leu (Eds.) Literacy
research, theory and practice: Views from many perspectives - Forty-first yearbook of
the national Reading Conference (pp. 291-302). Chicago: National Reading Conference,
Inc.
Snow, C.E. (1994). Enhancing literacy development: Programs and research
perspectives. In D. Dickinson (Ed.), Bridges to literacy (p. 267-272). Cambridge MA:
Basil Blackwell.
Stanovich, K. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of
individual differences in the acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 21,

162

St. Pierre, R.G. & Layzer, J.I. (1998). Improving the life chances of children in
poverty: Assumptions and what we have learned. Social Policy Report, Society’for
Research in Child Development. 12:4.

Stanovich, K. (1991). Changing models of reading and reading acquisition. In L.
Rieben & C.A. Perfetti, Learning to read: Basic research and it’s implications,
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Stanovich, K. (2000). Progress in understanding reading: Scientific foundations
and new frontiers. New York: Guilford Press.
Stokes, T.F. & Baer, D.M. (1977). An implicit technology of generalization.
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 10:2, 349-367.
Storch, S. & Whitehurst, G. (2001). The role of family and home in the literacy
development of children from low-income backgrounds. New Directions for Child and
Adolescent Development, 92. 53-71.
Storch, Stacey A., Whitehurst, G.J. (2002). Oral language and code-related
precursors to reading: Evidence from a longitudinal structural model. Developmental
Psychology, 38(6), 934-47. Retrieved October 31, 2007, from Wilson Education
Abstracts database. (Document ID: 270324911).
Taveme, A., & Sheridan, S.M. (1995). Parent training in interactive book
reading: An investigation of its effects with families at risk. School Psychology
Quarterly, 10:1, 41-64.
Taylor, D., & Dorsey-Gaines, C. (1988). Growing up literate: Learning from
inner-city families. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Tennessee Department of Education. State Report Card. Available at:
http: //www. state, tn. us/education/reportcard/
Tennessee, Official Web Site. Child Care Providers Map. Retrieved November
10, 2005 from http://tennessee.gov/humanserv/childcare/providers-map.htm.
Tennessee, Official Web Site. Voluntary Pre-K for Tennessee Initiative.
Description available from http://www.state.tn.us/education/prek/.
Torgeson, J.K. & Mathes, P.G. (2000). A basic guide to understanding,
assessing, and teaching phonological awareness. Austin, Tx: Pro-ed.
Trivette, C.M. & Dunst, C.J. (2007). Relative effectiveness of dialogic,
interactive, and shared reading interventions. Center for Early Literacy Learning,
CELLreviews, 1:2. Retrieved January 3, 2008 from
http://www.earlyliteracyleaming.org/productscr.php.

163

U.S. Department of Education (2005). A first look at the literacy of America's
adults in the 21st century (NCES Publication No. 2006470).
U.S. Department of Education (2007b). Behind bars: Results from the 2003
national assessment of adult literacy prison survey. (NCES Publication No. 2007473).
U.S. Department of Education (1997). Findings from Education and the
Economy: An Indicators Report. (NCES Publication No. 97-939).
U.S. Department of Education. (2000). National Assessment of Educational
Progress. (NCES Publication No. 2000062).
U.S. Department of Education (2007a). National Assessment of Educational
Progress. Retrieved December 12, 2007, from http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
U.S. Department of Education (2001). No Child Left Behind. Executive
Summary, (p.l)
Valdez-Menchaca, M.C., & Whitehurst, G.J. (1992). Accelerating language
development through picture-book reading: A systematic extension to Mexican day care.
Developmental Psychology, 28,1106-1114.
van Kleeck, A., Gillam, R., Hamilton, L., & McGrath, C. (1997). The
relationship between middle-class parents’ book-sharing discussion and their
preschoolers’ abstract language development. Journal of Speech-Language-Hearins
Research, 40, 1261-1271.
van Kleeck, A., Stahl, S.A., Bauer, E. B. (2003). On Reading Books to Children.
Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Vellutino, F.R., Scanlon, D.M., Sipay, E.R., Small, S.G., Pratt, A., Chen, R.,&
Denckla, M.B. (1996). Cognitive profiles of difficult to remediate and readily remediated
poor readers: Early intervention as a vehicle for distinguishing between cognitive and
experiential deficits as basic causes of specific reading disability. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 88 (4), 601-638.
Vellutino, F.R., Scanlon, D.M., & Sipay, E.R. (1997). Toward distinguishing
between cognitive and experiential deficits as primary sources of difficulty in learning to
read. The importance of early intervention in diagnosing specific reading disability. In
B. Blachman (Ed.). Foundations of Reading Acquisition and Dyslexia. Mahwah NJ*
Erlbaum Associates. 347-379.
Wagner, R.K., Torgesen, J.K., & Rashotte, C.A (1994). Development of readingrelated phonological processing abilities: New evidence of bidirectional causality from a
latent variable longitudinal study. Developmental Psychology, 30, 73-87.

164

Walker, D., Greenwood, C., Hart, B., & Carta, J. (1994). Prediction of school
outcomes based on early language production and socioeconomic factors. Child
Development, 65, 606-621.
Warren, S.F. & Kaiser, A.P. (1985). Incidental Language Teaching: Research &
Clinical Perspectives. National Institute of Child Health and Human Development,
Bethesda, MD.
Warren, S.F. & Kaiser, A.P. (1986). Incidental teaching: A critical review.
Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 51:4, 291-299.
Wasik, B.H. Dobbins, D.R. & Hermann, S. (2001) Intergenerational Family
Literacy: Concepts, research, and practice. In S.B. Neuman & D.K. Dickson (Ed’s)
Handbook of early literacy research, (p.444-458). New York: Guilford Press.
Wedel, J.W. & Fowler, S.A. (1984) “Read me a story, mom”: A home-tutoring
program to teach prereading skills to language-delayed children. Behavior Modification,
8:2, 245-266.
Weisberg, P. (1988) Direct instruction in the preschool. Education and
Treatment of Children, 11:4, 349-363.
Whitehurst, G.J. (1993). The Stony Brook Family Reading Sumey. (Available
from the Stony Brook Reading and Language Project, State University of New York at
Stony Brook, Stony Brook, NY 11794-2500).
Whitehurst, G.J., Arnold, D.H., Epstein, J.N., Angell, A.L., Smith, M., & Fischel,
J.E. (1994a). A picture book reading intervention in daycare and home for children from
low-income families. Developmental Psychology, 30, 679-689.
Whitehurst, G.J., Epstein, J.N., Angell, A.L., Payne, A.C., Crone, D.A., & Fischel
J.E. (1994b). Outcomes of an emergent literacy intervention in Head Start. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 86:4, 542-555.
Whitehurst, G.J., Falco, F.L., Lonigan, C.J., Fischel, J.E., DeBaryshe, B.D.,
Valdez-Menchaca, M.C., & Caulfield, M. (1988) Accelerating language development
through picture book reading. Developmental Psychology, 24:4, 552-559.
Whitehurst, G.J. & Lonigan, C.J. (1998). Child development and emergent
literacy. Child Development, 68, 848-872.
Whitehurst, G.J., Zevenbergen, A.A., Crone, D.A., Schultz, M.D., Velting, O.N.,
& Fischel, J.E. (1999) Outcomes of an emergent literacy intervention from head start
through second grade. Journal of Educational Psychology 91:2, 261-272.

165

Wilks, R.T.J., & Clarke, V.A. (1988). Training versus nontraining of mothers as
home reading tutors. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 67, 135-142.
Yaden, D.B., Smolkin, L.B., & MacGillivray, L. (1993). A psychogenetic
perspective on children’s understanding about letter associations during alphabet book
readers. Journal of Reading Behavior, 25, 43-68.
Yopp, R.H. & Yopp, H.K. (2000). Sharing informational text with young
children. The Reading Teacher, 53:5, 410-423.
Zevenbergen, A.A. & Whitehurst, G.J. Dialogic reading: A shared picture book
reading intervention for preschoolers. In Van Kleeck, A., Stahl, S.A., Bauer, E. B.
(2003). On Reading Books to Children. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates. 177-200.

-Jo
166

.

-

'

.

.

